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Celebrity studies have become a new focal point in modernist studies. Reasons 
for this interest are manifold: it connects autobiography and archival work 
with close-reading; it insists on an engagement with material contexts of 
literary production and distribution in our theorisations of modernism(s); and 
it reveals the porosity between problematic dichotomies such as high and low 
culture, and the literary and the non-literary. Finally, as one of many bridges 
between literary and cultural studies, it has the potential to allow modernist 
studies to travel beyond the turn of the twentieth century to the twenty-first, 
given the widespread nature of celebrity culture in mass media then and now.   
 Following the trajectory of scholars such as Phyllis Frus, Lawrence 
Rainey, Aaron Jaffe, Sean Latham, and Judith Brown, I study the convergence 
of journalism—as the space of print capitalism par excellence—and the 
celebrity writer in earlier twentieth century modernity. I have selected the 
work of Ernest Hemingway, George Orwell, and Henry Miller as focal points. 
Their involvement with Left Bank journalism as correspondents and editors, 
their expatriation, and the plenitude of genres they utilise in their writing, 
provide invaluable connections between material contexts and aesthetic 
concerns. I trace developments in mass media—namely yellow journalism and 
the rise of tabloid newspapers, the creation and maintenance of segregated 
reading publics—and suggest that they are related to concurrent parallelisms 
in modernist works, which deployed similar tactics and genres. Such genres 
add the styles of sensationalism, voyeurism, and confession to the modernist 
aesthetic, while also dealing with the professional writer’s complicities with 




























CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
1.1  The Celebrity of Lamartine 
In 1820, France, Alphonse de Lamartine made his debut to Parisian society in 
the salons of the city. The enthusiastic reception he received was dampened by 
a serious bout of pneumonia. While recovering, Lamartine collected his 
volume of verses for publication in the feuilleton. Success was immediate; like 
Byron, Lamartine “awoke one morning to find himself famous” (H. Remsen 
Whitehouse 228). Whitehouse’s biography of Lamartine includes the 
staggering sales of Méditations poétiques: the first edition comprised five 
hundred copies, followed by a second run of fifteen hundred just a fortnight 
later; a total of nineteen editions were issued between 1820 to 1831, with 
piracies in Belgium and elsewhere, and M. Gustave Lanson estimates sales at 
thirty-five to forty thousand copies during the text’s first decade (see 
Whitehouse 227).  
Lamartine’s literary celebrity became the springboard for his political 
career — an unlikely occurrence in many twenty-first century societies, but a 
phenomenon not unheard of in nineteenth century France:  
this sudden celebrity called the Ministers’ attention to the 
obscure candidate, and was the direct cause of his speedy 
appointment to the coveted billet. He himself acknowledges it 
when he writes that Poetry was his first protector. “Everyone 
wanted to lend me a hand,” he adds, “and on the very day of 
my prodigious success, I received my appointment as Secretary 
to the Embassy at Naples.” (228-229) 
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Twenty eight years later, past the 1848 revolutions, Lamartine proclaimed the 
French Second Republic from the balcony of the Hôtel de Ville. Literary 
celebrity, disseminated by journalism, thus leads to the inception of a new era 
— a perfect union of aesthetics and politics.  
Walter Benjamin had this tale of Lamartine in mind when he wrote on 
the nineteenth century man of letters: 
The generous remuneration for feuilletons coupled with their 
large market helped the writers who supplied them to build 
great reputations. It was natural for an individual to exploit his 
reputation together with his financial resources; a political 
career opened up for him almost automatically. (Modern Life 
63) 
Here, Benjamin sketches a relationship between journalistic developments (the 
rise of the feuilleton), the celebrity reputations it built, and the indirect impact 
literature has on politics. This is a material account of the intersections 
between aesthetics and politics. But unlike Whitehouse’s uncritical appraisal 
of Lamartine’s success, Benjamin saw the feuilleton and all it represented as a 
“corruption of the press” (60). He has an implicit distrust of “reputation” built 
on the back of mercenary journalism, which he considers an important site of 
nineteenth-century print capitalism. In his critical view, Lamartine was one 
who used the metaphors of “rural optimism” in the Méditations uncritically, 
and without consideration of the French smallholder peasants who were 
experiencing poverty and financial insecurity (64). Benjamin thus charged the 
aesthetics of Méditations with being problematically bourgeois, and relegated 
Lamartine’s celebrity reputation to a product of false consciousness.  
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Benjamin’s analysis of Lamartine is, in part, an analysis of the 
changing roles of the man of letters, and his assimilation into society through a 
reputation built on complicity with print capitalism and its agent, journalism. 
His account of capitalistic journalism and its accompanying problems is worth 
reproducing in part: 
For a century and a half, the literary life of the day had been 
centered around journals. Toward the end of the third decade of 
the century, this began to change. The feuilleton provided a 
market for belles-lettres in the daily newspaper […] During the 
restoration period, single copies of newspapers could not be 
sold; people had to subscribe to obtain a paper […] In 1824, 
there were 47,000 newspaper subscribers in Paris; in 1836, 
there were 70,000; and in 1846, there were 200,000. Girardin’s 
paper, La Presse, played a decisive part in this rise. It brought 
about three important innovations: a lower subscription price of 
forty francs, advertisements, and the serial novel. (Modern Life 
59-60) 
Benjamin is critical of journalism’s increasing reliance on advertising revenue, 
which in turn demanded huge circulation numbers, while compromising 
journalistic integrity in the service of advertisers; this had a “demoralizing 
effect” on journalistic integrity (60). This tension is encapsulated neatly by a 
comment from Charles Augustin Sainte-Beuve, who noted the positioning of 
an unfavourable book review, placed just two inches above the book’s 
advertisement which declared it “a wonder of the age”: “The attraction of the 
ever larger type-size in which advertisements were printed gained the upper 
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hand; they constituted a magnetic mountain which deflected the compass” 
(Sainte-Beuve, qtd. in Benjamin 60).  
According to Benjamin, the man of letters’s complicity with print 
capitalism comes in the form of producing news-fillers for the feuilleton, 
which was a lucrative trade. He cites Alexandre Dumas’s contract with Le 
Constitutionnel and La Presse in 1845, which guaranteed “a minimum annual 
payment of 63,000 francs for supplying at least eighteen installments a year” 
(62). These fillers provided the novelty necessary for the maintenance of high 
readership, which in turn was needed for the generation of advertising 
revenue: “It was necessary to have a lure which was directed at all regardless 
of their private opinion and which replaced politics with curiosity” (Alfred 
Nettement 301, qtd. in Benjamin 62). Apart from serialised novels and poetry, 
fillers came in the form of the physiologies, which were entertaining 
portrayals of city dwellers, urban life and cosmopolitan concerns. For 
Benjamin, the man of letters then, transmogrified into the social botanist who 
wanders the streets as the flâneur in order to produce these trite pieces of 
sketches and writing: 
On the boulevard, he kept himself in readiness for the next 
incident, witticism, or rumor. There he unfolded the full 
drapery of his connections with colleagues and men-about-
town, and he was as much dependent on their results as the 
cocottes were on their disguises. On the boulevards he spent his 
hours of idleness, which he displayed before people as part of 
his working hours. (61) 
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In other words, developments in journalism led to the rise of a popular genre 
which, as Nettement puts it, reduced political interest to trite “curiosity” which 
could be “directed at all regardless of their private opinion.” Nettement and 
Benjamin implicitly derided styles of writing which appealed to the lowest 
common denominator. Benjamin characterises the man of letters of the 
nineteenth century—a flâneur—with metaphors of prostitution: “he goes to 
the marketplace as a flâneur—ostensibly to look around, but in truth to find a 
buyer” (66). Journalism is thus cast as a modern development which 
contributed to the decline of not only the man of letters, but also the integrity 
of artistic production. And the idling of the flâneur on the boulevards—akin to 
street walking—necessarily makes a spectacle of himself in order to justify the 
value of his trivial, sensational work. In the flâneur, Benjamin presents a 
triadic relationship between literature, journalism, and celebrity 
 
1.2 Literature Review 
This characterisation of journalism and mass culture is not unique; as Phyllis 
Frus notes, journalism is often the “Other” to the centrality of the “literary” in 
the English department:  
In contrast to fiction’s imaginative freedom and creativity, 
journalism is discursive and mundane […] And as a popular 
form with mass appeal, it is considered inferior to an elitist 
“Literature,” defined defensively and comparatively, “against 
all other modes.” (Frus 2)  
Andreas Huyssen identifies the origins of this “great divide” between 
modernist art and mass culture in the French poststructuralists and the 
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Frankfurt School, both of whom theorise the modernist, the postmodernist and 
the avant-garde against a constitutive backdrop of art versus cultural trash or 
Kitsch (ix). He names Theodor Adorno and Clement Greenberg as forerunners 
in propagating this assumption. Huyssen concedes that they were motivated by 
good reasons: 
The political impulse behind their work was to save the dignity 
and the autonomy of the art work from the totalitarian pressures 
of fascist mass spectacles, socialist realism, and an even more 
degraded commercial mass culture from the West. (ix) 
In recent years, a subfield has emerged which serves as a corrective; Douglas 
Mao and Rebecca Walkowitz term this field “the marketing of modernism” 
(744), after Kevin Dettmar and Stephen Watt’s volume of collected essays in 
1996. Following Frederic Jameson’s seminal “Reification and Utopia in Mass 
Culture” (1979) and Huyssen’s After the Great Divide (1986), these scholars 
have 
complicated the high-low or art-versus commodity story in 
countless ways, noting how modernist ambitions were tangled 
with the language of advertising and the commodification of 
the bohemian […], how modernist writers absorbed and remade 
forms of mass culture rather than merely disparaging them 
[…], and how modernists created an audience for their art by 
associating it with qualities such as seriousness, modernness, or 
prestige. (Mao and Walkowitz 744)   
Tim Galow however criticises their neglect at failing to mention “celebrity,” 
an interpretive frame which ought to be included within these ranks. He points 
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to the increasing number of publications which have rallied around the topic 
(Galow 315-6). For instance, Lawrence Rainey’s Institutions of Modernism 
(1998) and its focus on “not-reading” uses archival work to reveal the 
dependency of canonic authors on patrons and non-readers, who are more 
interested in the currency of modernist name-dropping than in the texts. 
Rainey inspired, to considerable degree, Aaron Jaffe’s Modernism and the 
Culture of Celebrity (2005), which borrows the concept of “scarcity” from 
economics to understand modernism’s inclination towards limiting 
accessibility to both meaning and supply, its preference for austerity in 
language, and also the appealing exclusivity of modernist texts and its elite 
social circles. In similar vein, Karen Leick’s Gertrude Stein and the Making of 
an American Celebrity (2012) finds pulp fiction in Stein’s reading lists, and 
studies Stein’s public image as constructed by herself, her agents and the 
newspapers to make a case for how her celebrity status influenced 
understandings of her texts and her position in the movement. Then there is 
Judith Brown’s Glamour in Six Dimensions (2009), which theorises celebrity 
“glamour” as an effect of the inventions of the camera and cinema, while 
linking it to the romantic sublime and the lost Benjaminian aura.  
As Jaffe puts it, the lack of critical attention to the regime of 
production, promotion, and patronage which surrounds artistic and literary 
production “obscures the difficult passage of the modernist text to its readers” 
(Jaffe 14), an area of study which has critical influence on both public and 
scholarly reception of texts. Studies have thus been limited to angles of 
interpretation which assume art’s insularity from mass culture and market 
forces — at least in the earlier part of twentieth century criticism. Following 
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Huyssen, the efforts of celebrity specialists allow us to lay bare the “matrix of 
secondary literary labors” (Jaffe 3) required for modernism to sell, and they 
suggest that modernism can be understood as a “struggle for cultural authority, 
its complex material intersections of practices, protocols, and institutions 
conveying ostensible cultural continuity and legitimacy, on the one hand, and 
the internal instability and bogus pretension, on the other” (Jaffe 12). Some of 
these efforts suggest possibilities for ways to transcend period studies; 
Christoph Lindner notes that Jaffe’s work “manages to develop a related line 
of critique extending from Marilyn Monroe to James Joyce to Starbucks” 
(248).  
Similarly, I am interested in the subfield of modernism and celebrity 
because it encourages a reconsideration of the distrust of popular culture 
through a revaluation of celebrity culture, while showing how “high” 
modernism was in fact implicated in these networks. By challenging prejudice 
directed at celebrity culture, I ask the following questions: How is popular 
culture and celebrity generative? Are they responsible for aesthetic 
innovations in modernism? What are the material contexts which encourage or 
inhibit an exploitation of celebrity culture for the purposes of artistic creation 
and promotion? How does an artist or writer negotiate his or her complicity 
with celebrity culture and print capitalism—do these negotiations involve 
processes of resistance, submission, and adaptation? What degree of agency 
did they actually possess? And do these processes have implications for 
ethical and aesthetic concerns? 
However, the methods of this sort of scholarship have faced severe 
resistance. Rainey’s method of “not-reading,” along with the work of his 
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contemporaries, has prompted major concerns. Take for instance Roger 
Kimball’s scathing criticism of Rainey’s methodology in 1999: he finds 
Rainey’s work “offensive” because of the “spiritual aridity, the rebarbative 
prose, the programmatic subordination of literature to an ideological agenda,” 
which for Kimball, has become a hallmark of “chic academic criticism” today 
and its obsession with cultural studies (52). Jonathan Goldman’s comments 
are more constructive, pointing out that while Rainey’s approach 
“demythologizes the modernists by revealing their engagement with the 
practical aspects of their profession,” it stops short of advancing a “critique to 
the aesthetics of canonical works” (4). In other words, scholars inspired by 
Huyssen may argue for a porosity between high and mass culture, but the links 
they draw between the formal characteristics from both sides of the binary are 
tenuous at best. It remains unclear how the techniques of high art intermingle 
with those of mass culture, or how the latter infects the former, or if these are 
appropriate paradigms for dealing with the binary. Goldman is astute when he 
observes that “[Rainey] does not push [his] logic to consider the aesthetic of 
the literary text itself as a product of and a participant in the larger cultural 
imperative to produce celebrity” (5); similarly, Jennifer Wicke’s study of 
Joyce and celebrity “leaves analysis of those [aesthetic particularities of 
Ulysses] from this perspective to the next critical wave” (Goldman 5). Further, 
theories of “celebrity” and relevant conceptual tools can be unclear. Take for 
instance Michael Newbury’s criticism of Judith Brown’s Glamour: 
Brown’s use of “glamours” as a kind of Rosetta stone for 
modernism seems to raise some of the same problems one 
encounters with totalizing explanations of mid-nineteenth-
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century culture and literature that rely on single explanatory 
tropes and paradigms such as “the garden” or “the frontier.” 
(Newbury 133)  
For him, Brown’s “‘glamour’ seems to be simply everywhere and everything 
in ways insufficiently differentiated from one another” (132).  
More work has to be done then: first, in the area of making serviceable 
distinctions in our understanding of celebrity and relevant conceptual tools 
such as Brown’s “glamour,” and second, in connecting the formal techniques 
of mass media to both form and content in modernist work. There are 
examples of research which accomplish these goals with some success, 
particularly in studies of tabloid newspapers. Christopher Wilson’s “Gatsby’s 
Tabloid Shadows” (2012) for instance argues that F. Scott Fitzgerald’s The 
Great Gatsby reinvents tabloid forms and “evidences a complicated kinship 
with the emergent form of vernacular modernism to be labeled American noir” 
(122). V. Penelope Pelizzon and Nancy Martha West have also made a case 
for how novels and films “actually adapted specific narrative strategies from 
their ‘trashy’ counterparts” (212). This burgeoning interest in the tabloid form 
is typically a result of three concerns: first, popular journalism reveal the 
networks of print capitalism, including patterns of mass consumer tastes, its 
negotiation between the demands of segregated reading publics, and the 
constraints of writerly output, which include institutional practices, 
journalistic ethics, mediating sources of sponsorship, working within legalities 
of publication, and so forth. Second, studying the tabloid form puts these long-
standing concerns into dialogue with celebrity culture, considering the 
tabloid’s reliance on the stylistics of voyeurism and sensationalism. These 
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aesthetic forms also have repercussions for theories of the public and the 
private. Third, in modernist studies related to mass media, popular journalism 
is often ignored in favour of the little magazines; or, popular journalism is 
merely used as what Wilson calls “empirical backgrounds” to contextualise 
readings (Wilson 121). As Thomas Strychacz suggests, and which Wilson 
repeats, “even our most sympathetic approach to modernism’s engagement 
with mass-cultural forms thus ends up writing them off” (Wilson 121; see also 
Strychacz, Mass Culture 92). This lack of attention to mass journalism needs 
to rectified; Ezra Pound may believe that “Artists are the antennae of the race” 
(109), but tabloids and mass journalism can be more indicative representations 
of the zeitgeist of a periodised space.  
From this survey, it is apparent that popular journalism is a key area in 
studies of celebrity. With this in mind, I intend to trace developments in early 
twentieth century mass media, namely the rise of yellow journalism, which 
leverage interest in celebrities as subjects or writers, and also middle-brow 
journalism. In this respect, Hemingway’s career with the Toronto Star and 
Esquire provide useful examples for study. I will suggest that these 
developments are related to concurrent parallelisms in modernist works which 
deploy similar formal techniques, and which lead to innovations and 
adaptations in the genres of sensationalism, voyeurism, confession, 
metareflexive criticism and even ethnographic social criticism in the 
modernist aesthetic.  
Phyllis Frus’s The Politics and Poetics of Journalistic Narrative  
(1994) is closely related to my interest in the convergences between popular 
journalism and celebrity studies. Frus challenges not only the historically 
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constructed modernist binary between high and low, but also fact and fiction, 
and journalism and literature. Her nuanced analysis defies simplistic 
interpretive frames; for instance, Frus rejects any notion that journalistic styles 
were adapted directly for the curt, minimalist style of modernist realists such 
as Hemingway — she insists that journalism’s influence on journalist-
novelists and their contemporaries were “experiential and biographical rather 
than stylistic,” and that “if the writing is similar in both modes [that is, 
journalism and literature], we cannot assume one was the proving ground for 
the other” (57). Indeed, while Goldman has called for more attention on how 
styles cross between high and low culture, studies of this sort may confuse 
correlation with causation. Avoiding this pitfall, Frus proposes instead that 
twentieth century journalistic objectivity and modernist realism (which she 
calls “objective realism” and “naturalism” at other points) both employ similar 
formal techniques (for example, brevity, impersonality, omission of temporal 
and historical referents, indirection, and understatement) because both were 
“responding to the positivism of the world view prevalent at that time” (58). 
I am not as invested in Frus’s claims about objectivism and positivism 
as the paradigm for interpreting modernist writers. Rather, I wish to expand on 
how the preference for and construction of twentieth century journalistic 
objectivity is mirrored in some literary works. Further, I wish to examine the 
malleability of “objective representation” or “objective realism,” and examine 
how writers tamper with the techniques Frus has listed with others from 
yellow journalism and related journalistic styles. For instance, while writers 
may deploy brevity, impersonality, indirection and other techniques of 
objective realism to give the illusion that the events represented are truly 
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“things as they are” or “the real” (see Frus 34), they may also deploy subtle 
doublings, metaphors, or insert descriptive sequences which embed implicit 
criticism, or which heightens sensationalism, without disrupting the 
verisimilar nature of the narration. As with Frus, I have elected to study the 
works of journalist-novelists, particularly Ernest Hemingway, with attention 
paid to George Orwell and Henry Miller. This trio are linked by a number of 
wieldy coincidences and contiguities: they produced both journalistic and 
literary output on and about the Left Bank in Paris during the 1920s to 1930s, 
and they represent Anglophone modernism, both in their times and ours, as 
celebrities and canonic figures.  
 In short, this project connects three significant strands of research on 
Left Bank writers: their journalism, their often problematic portrayals of 
gender, and also the construction and maintenance of their iconic statuses in 
popular imagination. These strands of research typically adopt methods which 
are uncongenial to each other. For instance, studies of their journalism often 
focus on formalistic concerns which do not always gel with gender criticism; 
on the other hand, many gender scholars usually combine nuanced close 
readings of these writers’ literary texts with speculative psychologising 
supported by biographical readings (particularly Hemingway), while ignoring 
their journalistic oeuvre. In light of this, I believe that the methods of the 
emerging modernist celebrity field—a field which focuses on the networks of 
production, promotion, dissemination and consumption in the literary market 
place—can allow us to understand the economies of gender and sexuality 
which cut across their journalistic and literary work. 
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Here, I argue that Hemingway, Orwell, and Miller’s celebrity and 
popularity is, in part, facilitated by their techniques of addressing disparate 
publics in his writing. Their constructions of what Wolfgang Iser calls 
“implied readers” speak to the sensibilities of readers in wide cross-sections of 
societies. My central claim is that these implied readers in their texts simulate 
a “gentlemen’s club” of readers which plays not only to the authors’ 
masculine public images, but also to idealisations of masculinities in popular 
culture, idealisations which these writers are also in no small part responsible 
for. I study the cosmopolitan reach of this simulated gentlemen’s club because 
of its appeal to popular forms and sensibilities, while noting how its appeal is 
also predicated on varying degrees of feminine exclusion.  
For my purposes, these writers’ dual positions on the Left Bank as 
journalists and literary writers provide material which reveals the parallels 
between their address of middle-brow readers and high-brow literati publics 
alike. A comparison of these formalistic parallels suggests some porosity 
between the commonsensical distinction between “high” and “low” culture, a 
distinction which plagues earlier modernist studies, not to mention the binary 
between “fiction” and “non-fiction.” Further, studying the creation and 
dissemination of their public personae as Left Bank bohemian expatriates 
(among other things) can show how media institutions cooperate with or co-
opt their own image-making practices.  
While my study focuses on the contexts of these writers’ textual 
production, dissemination and reception, I also connect this mode of what 
Moretti calls “distant reading” or even what Rainey calls “not reading” with 
close reading by looking at a trope which consistently informs their texts and 
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public images—a triangular relationship marked by homosociality between 
two men, in the absence of woman. Through this study, I hope to demonstrate 
an interpretive framework which blends the critical lenses of cultural studies 
with reader-response theory, narrative theory and traditional close reading. I 
believe such a blend can circumvent some problems in literary studies, which 
include on the one hand, the tendency to psychologise writers and advance 
microscopic (though illuminating) arguments for a particular writer’s 
exceptionalism, and on the other, the overly quantitative methods of “distant 
reading” which ignore the sophistication of the texts themselves.  
 
1.3 Chapter Breakdown 
In the next chapter, I begin by defining “celebrity” against a culture of 
professionalism. I theorise that a culture of specialisation has divided the 
nineteenth century man of letters into various professions, and study how a 
writer’s celebrity enable them to mediate between and beyond the boundaries 
erected by professional writing cultures. I illustrate some of my claims with 
texts from Hemingway’s career as a journalist and as literary writer, with the 
goal of showing the cross-permeation which results from his celebrity. I 
discuss also how his public image combines his various avatars into a whole 
that sanctifies art as the product of “strenuous experience,” against T.S. Eliot’s 
theory of impersonality.  
In Chapter 3, I discuss the effects of celebrity reputation, which 
belongs to what Gérard Genette calls “onymity.” The effects of celebrity 
onymity allow writers to cross genres in their writing; Hemingway’s case 
shows how these effects are potent in both the realms of literature and 
 18 
journalism. His reputation, built on his status as war veteran, expatriate 
journalist, and extreme sportsman, allow him certain freedoms in his 
commercial and literary projects. Further, I discuss Hemingway’s own 
construction of his public image, and the degree to which he cooperates with, 
subverts, resists, or is co-opted by media institutions which seek to leverage 
his onymity. This section thus seeks to clarify the power relations and 
negotiations between the literary celebrity and the institutions which he is 
affiliated with. 
Next, in Chapter 4, I track developments in mass journalism, with 
attention to the rise of yellow journalism and its technologies. In particular, 
the tabloids of the 20s fostered a public appetite for scandal, and for 
sensationalism and the fictionalisation of news events. These developments 
account for part of the story regarding the modernist resurrection of the roman 
à clef. Another clue can be found in Sean Latham’s work on libel suits, and he 
discusses how these legalities led to censorship laws which influenced the 
popularity of the genre. Then, I discuss how writers negotiate their 
complicities with print capitalism and its culture of scandal and 
sensationalism, and their implicated positions as celebrities. Key to this 
discussion is a conceptualisation of how the communication between “reading 
publics” and the text is enacted. By putting Hemingway into dialogue with 
Virginia Woolf, I show how Hemingway’s styles of addressing the reading 
publics, predicated on his celebrity and the implication of a masculine reader, 
excludes feminine participation and representation through his complicity with 
misogynistic print capitalism.  
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 Finally, in Chapter 5, I introduce “masculine glamour” to Judith 
Brown’s concept of glamour. By reading F. Scott Fitzgerald’s The Great 
Gatsby against Hemingway’s The Sun Also Rises, I suggest how the flâneur as 
trope is a way of understanding 1920s masculine glamour on the Left Bank. 
Then, I discuss how writers adapt this master trope for different purposes; one 
key reconfiguration of the trope is the flâneur in stylish poverty, a 
reconfiguration used by all three writers who are key to my study.  
 
1.4 The Flâneur as a Travelling Trope 
Benjamin’s flâneur is relevant to my inquiries because of its polyvalent 
resonances, particularly its suggestions pertaining to the state of the modern 
writer, and the links it draws between literature, journalism, politics, and 
celebrity. His arguments are not without its problems though: Martina Lauster 
identifies various points where Benjamin misinterprets Charles Baudelaire and 
Edgar Allan Poe, with serious consequences regarding his formulations of 
relationships between subject/object and interior/exterior. This has 
reverberative implications for Benjamin’s theorisation of modernity and the 
scholarship which has since derived from his theories. For Lauster, “the myth 
of the flâneur can be seen as a direct result of [Benjamin’s] own habit of 
condensing conceptual understanding into idiosyncratic images” (146), and 
problematically, his “highly imaginative way” of interpreting nineteenth-
century modernity has “acquired iconic status in contemporary cultural and 
literary studies” (146). One of her concerns dovetails with mine: that cultural 
theorists have deemed mass journalism, as represented by the physiologies and 
the feuilleton, to be “aesthetically worthless and ideologically unsound,” and 
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any conclusions yielded are “of their superficiality” or their “perceived power 
strategies” (146). Lauster’s rigorous study of the physiologies thus serves as a 
corrective: one insight she offers is that they are parodic sketches, a point 
which Benjamin misses, and that their parodistic, fragmentary portraits of the 
city form an aesthetic which is “not dissimilar, in fact, to Benjamin’s own 
synthetic picture of modernity in the Passagen-Werk” (150). Essentially, 
Lauster’s piece demonstrates how studies of popular culture can be used 
complementarily with high theory.   
 Lauster’s insistence on careful contextualisation of theory and the 
importance of historical accuracy cannot be understated, but I find her claim 
that the flâneur has achieved something akin to fetishistic status within 
academic circles quite contentious (146). Her lopsided evaluation also 
obscures the generative power of the flâneur as a trope. The flâneur presents a 
triadic relationship between literature, journalism, and celebrity; it also 
suggests invaginations of various social structures, such as the private and the 
public, idleness versus work, observer and spectacle. Consider the succinct 
line: “On the boulevards he spent his hours of idleness, which he displayed 
before people as part of his working hours” (Modern Life 61). Benjamin thus 
asserts that flânerie generates income through idly observing movements in 
the city and transcribing them into spectacles, and thus idles to work. Because 
of the common perception that “the value of a commodity is determined by the 
worktime needed to produce it” (61), the value of flânerie appreciates through 
putting its idling on display—a paradox. A necessary part of being the 
observer who sells spectacles, is to also be the spectacle. This becomes 
pertinent when we consider the ubiquitous bohemian poses struck up by 
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various celebrated Left Bank writers, and also the way this aesthetic is infused 
in their writing. While these writers construct, sustain, and market the mythic 
glamour of the Left Bank, they are also participants and characters in the 
myths of that era. In many ways, they are all the flâneur who puts his idling on 
display as part of the construction of their public image. 
I am not claiming that the flâneur and its resonances are obviously 
representative of many nineteenth- and twentieth century writers or their 
writing; rather, I am saying that these resonances are encapsulated by this 
well-known trope, and that this trope is capable of circulating widely and 
connecting disparate texts because of its recognisability, and because of its 
pithy and evocative nature. Here, I draw from the work of Susan Stanford 
Friedman and her understanding of the tension between “universalism and 
difference” in narrative theory (“Transnational Turn” 2). The triadic 
connections and the structural invaginations I have identified are what might 
be called the “implied story” (2) of the trope, and are just some of the “many 
possible back stories” (7) available to us. A trope is a hermeneutical heuristic, 
a tool for reading, and belongs to the universal and the timeless. The task of 
the critic is to read tropes into a particular con/text, and “we as readers need to 
be attuned to ‘friction’ [after Anna L. Tsing], that is, the ‘resistance’ of the 
locally inflected differences that makes circulation possible” (Friedman 23). 
Benjamin’s trope will surface time and again in my project, with an eye to the 
frictions between trope and context. 
Here I add a caveat: my manner of tropic reading does not involve a 
transnational reading, which is Friedman’s powerful contribution to debates 
on new modernism. However, this project aspires to clear the way for my 
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future research on how Left Bank writers—their texts and celebrity—travel 
transnationally and transtemporally in global circuits. Think for instance of the 
way Hemingway continues to capture the popular imagination: late twentieth 
to twenty-first century texts such as Gioia Diliberto’s Paris Without End and 
Paula McLain’s The Paris Wife both mine Hemingway’s biography for 
material. Promotional material surrounding these texts continue to market 
Hemingway’s romantic image and his bohemian existence in Jazz Age Paris, 
while alluding to (and resisting) popular perception of his well-publicised 
scandals and various infidelities. Also, a recent China File article looks at how 
Hemingway’s The Old Man and the Sea came to be a vastly popular text with 
Chinese-speaking publics because of its accessible prose (it is taught in 
English classes) and its portrayal of reticent, resolute masculinity, which 
apparently gels well with Chinese sensibilities during the Cultural Revolution 
and beyond (see Sheila Melvin). Old Man continues to be endorsed by highly 
visible figures; for instance, on his first state visit to America in 2015 and his 
speech in Seattle, Chinese president Xi Jinping alludes to Hemingway’s 
Cojimar with its “driving rain, roaring waves,” and also to Hemingway’s 
favourite Cuban drink, a mojito (see Austin Ramzy). Canonic writers continue 
to circulate partly because of such moments where their established public 
image is repeatedly referenced in highly visible settings for different purposes. 
Here, Xi alludes to Hemingway’s well-known epicureanism and his 
preference for extenuating settings, all for the purposes of demonstrating his 
engagement with American culture while also championing intercultural and 
international exchange. At the same time, these allusions continue to pervade 
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the popular perception that Hemingway’s work belongs to what Peter Mallios 
calls a literature of “strenuous authentic experience” (227). 
Studying writers based on their appeal to mass audiences has the 
potential to reveal how their legacy and texts circulate in the larger literary 
marketplace in unexpected ways. While this paper does not deal directly with 
how Hemingway’s texts and public image circulated and continues to circulate 
outside of the Anglo-American context—particularly in Chinese diasporic 
communities—it attempts to lay the groundwork for this line of research by 


















CHAPTER 2: HEMINGWAY’S CELEBRITY 
2.1 What is Celebrity?  
It is difficult to pin down exactly what “celebrity” means. Some scholars cited 
in this project take the writers’ celebrity personae as a given, while others use 
commonsensical definitions. Most elect to focus instead on how the modernist 
writers’ public personae complement, resist, elucidate, or contradict their 
literary output. If we were to take the flâneur as a starting point, then various 
distinctions emerge. Celebrity can be borne of one’s exemplary work, as with 
Lamartine’s seminal Méditations; this is what Faye Hammill calls “a 
traditional concept of fame as a reward for genuine achievement” (15). A 
rather obvious point, but when we consider how Lamartine’s career took a 
surprising turn into politics, it is also suggestive of how celebrity can allow 
one to transgress lines drawn by a culture of professionalisation. Of course, it 
was not uncommon in the earlier nineteenth century for literary reputations to 
bolster a political career, and the category of the “poet” as it stands against the 
“politician” as we understand them today are, in fact, a result of the division of 
labour which splits the man of letters into various specialists. Certain aspects 
of “celebrity” come into sharp relief when we consider its definition in 
popular use against the category of the “professional,” and I will give a brief 
review of the culture of professionalism here. In some ways, we can 
understand the decline of the man of letters as really a splitting of his roles 
into at least four: the politician, the scholar, the journalist, and the literary 
writer.  
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Josephine Guy and Ian Small notes that the nineteenth century marked 
the beginning of modern developments which led to a culture of 
professionalisation:  
science and the growth of technology led to knowledge 
becoming abundant […] To claim competence in a particular 
field, individuals had to narrow their interests and undertake 
specialised training. One consequence was that the authority of 
the Victorian sage—that of the cultural critic or distinguished 
‘man of letters’ […] began to give way to that of the expert 
who specialised in one particular area. (“Rise of the 
Professional” 378) 
Professionalisation is one facet of modernity where “authority came to be 
located instead within a scholarly community, [or] a professional peer-group” 
(379). In their formulation, this marked the shift from authority residing in 
“the prestige of the individual” (379) to the conferment of authority by 
institutions of peers. The story of literary professionalisation, as it pertains to 
the critics and the scholars, is a well-known story by now. It started with the 
creation of English departments across universities in the late nineteenth 
century, and the accompanying decline of the man of letters. Guy and Small 
mark the year 1900 as a potential date for his disappearance, along with the 
generalist periodicals he wrote for, periodicals which contained a wide range 
of subjects from natural sciences to the humanities (“Man of Letters” 380). In 
the university, English studies were initially limited to philology; however, the 
generalists later eclipsed the philologists. As with other fields of 
specialisation, intellectual institutions relied on exclusionary practices, 
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particularly the proliferation of professional jargon, to legitimise and sustain 
its authority. Such jargon  
presupposed an intimate and detailed knowledge which in 
practice existed and could only exist, within that community 
[…becoming] increasingly self-regarding and esoteric. (380)  
By the mid twentieth century, the New Critics had triumphed over the 
philologists, and established (to some degree) a standardised method to 
analysing literary texts, elements of which persist to this day.  
  University scholars thus absorbed one aspect of the man of letters: 
they dealt with his role as a literary critic. The journalist absorbed yet another 
role—the man of letters’s engagement with social and political issues of great 
currency and urgency. While the journalist has been around far longer than the 
academic critic, its industry underwent massive changes in the last quarter of 
the nineteenth century. Wilson lists various social developments which mark 
the distinctiveness of this period: burgeoning literacy rates, which resulted in 
larger reading publics; advancements in technology, particularly photography, 
which “allowed print to emulate the theatrics of mass entertainment and 
appeal to the man on the street” (Labor of Words 12); the growth of the 
advertising industry as Benjamin himself noted, among others (see Labor of 
Words 12). Growing demand led to journalism’s reliance on advertising 
revenue, and at the same time, newspapers “shifted their loyalties from 
partisan affiliations and editorial opinion toward a professional attitude 
centering around a reputedly independent commercial function—‘circulation’” 
(18). Journalism thus began to be conceived as a democratic service to the 
public. Consequently, growing circulation led to the growth and the 
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corporatisation of the press, with the accompanying creation of hierarchies and 
a managerial caste of editors and editors-in-chief who became “modern news 
managers” (Wilson 19).  
The view that journalism was democratic paired well with “twentieth-
century notions of objectivity” (Frus 67), and standardised methods and styles 
of reporting the news became yet another mark of twentieth-century 
professionalisation; Frus notes that such standardisation “eventually 
produce[d] a uniform colorless prose” (67). Consequently, journalists enjoyed 
a boost to their social status, and Wilson lists “the appearance of by-lines, 
higher salaries, aggressive competition for their services, and seeming 
acceptance by public figures” (20) as results of their successful legitimisation 
as professionals.  
 Literary writers, however, did not enjoy the same privileges or 
exclusions that scholars and journalists did, though communities and 
individuals who came to be known as literary modernists contributed to a 
movement which approximated professionalisation. Thomas Strychacz’s 
Modernism, Mass Culture and Professionalism argues for some resemblances 
between academic professionals and literary writers. For instance, some 
modernist writers and their writing—T.S. Eliot is an obvious example—
demand the “ability to marshal specific competences (such as the ability to 
spot and decipher an allusion)” (27) through their foregrounding of the 
materiality of language. Further, both academics and literary modernists relied 
on gatekeeping practices which demand esoteric knowledge, which inhibit the 
participation of the masses. These include “de facto monopolies” on related 
jargon and speech, and also the attempt to “demarcate a space that exists 
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culturally, economically, and linguistically apart from mass culture and the 
imperatives of the mass market” (26).  
However, Jaffe notes that while other domains of professional culture 
consolidated recognition and power for their own industries and employees, 
the modernist approximation of professional culture resulted in payoffs which 
“accrued among modernism’s readers rather than its practitioners” (19). For 
Jaffe, it was the elite readers who learnt modernism’s specialised jargon that 
benefitted the most; these readers often found employment as academic 
professionals. Also, their ability to recognise and negotiate with the esoteric 
language of modernism marked their professional status. Unlike other 
processes of professionalisation, it was modernist discourse which was 
professionalised over modernist authors, “texts for bodies” (Jaffe 19). Along 
with this comes what Jaffe calls the “imprimatur” (20) after Frederic Jameson, 
which refers to how “the modernist literary object bears the stylistic stamp of 
its producer prominently” (20). Jaffe does not mean this in the usual sense, 
that certain writers produce works which are obviously recognisable because 
of their unique style; rather, he specifies how modernist communities often 
explicitly police and distribute vocabulary, phrases, and styles among 
themselves to construct imprimatur. For example, Jaffe’s study of the 
correspondence between Ezra Pound and Marianne Moore reveals that the 
former urged the latter to find a substitute for the word “pneumatic” in her 
poem, “Old Tiger,” because “Eliot has just pre-empted [the word ‘pneumatic’] 
in Grishkin’s ‘pneumatic bliss’” (qtd. in Jaffe 133). This particularly chilling 
example exposes the degree of deliberateness with which some modernists go 
about managing their public image and literary reputation, particularly via 
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processes of apportioning lexicon, styles, and other literary resources to each 
other.   
Jaffe’s work on the modernist imprimatur is revelatory; however, he 
neglects how celebrity reputations exceed the imprimatur by returning mass 
public attention from modernist texts to the eroticism of the body. I argue that 
celebrity culture can restore a semblance of authority which emanates from the 
individual, as opposed to authority granted to him by an institution, and return 
the modernist writer to a state which approximates the prestige of the man of 
letters with some crucial differences. In the following section, I bring Eliot 
and Hemingway into dialogue to expose two different camps of thought on 
celebrity and personality, while also suggesting that Hemingway drew from 
the prestige journalists enjoyed to build his literary public image.   
 
2.2 Between Eliot and Hemingway 
Eliot’s “Impersonal theory of poetry” (39) in “Tradition and the Individual 
Talent” represents one of those modernist manifestoes which clearly expresses 
a disdain for celebrity culture. Eliot also denigrates the voice of journalism 
and its negative impact on mass culture when it comes to literary criticism: 
  Honest criticism and sensitive appreciation is directed not upon  
the poet but upon the poetry. If we attend to the confused cries 
of the newspaper critics and the susurrus of popular repetition 
that follows, we shall hear the names of poets in great numbers; 
if we seek not Blue-book knowledge but the enjoyment of 
poetry, and ask for a poem, we shall seldom find it. (39) 
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Against the culture of literary celebrity, Eliot uses the analogy of the catalyst 
to explain the ideal poet and his poetic work, where first, he likens the mind of 
the poet to a shred of catalysing platinum, second, the experience of suffering 
of Man to reactants, and third, art to reaction products. He asserts that the 
artist is in “a continual surrender of himself […] It is in this depersonalization 
that art may be said to approach the condition of science” (39). According to 
Eliot,  
the poet has, not a ‘personality’ to express, but a particular 
medium, which is only a medium and not a personality, in 
which impressions and experiences combine in peculiar and 
unexpected ways. Impressions and experiences which are 
important for the man may take no place in the poetry, and 
those which become important in the poetry may play quite a 
negligible part in the man, the personality. (41) 
He then distinguishes the capacity to create from the experience of man: “the 
more perfect the artist, the more completely separate in him will be the man 
who suffers and the mind which creates” (40). Eliot claims that to “to divert 
interest from the poet to the poetry is a laudable aim: for it would conduce to a 
juster estimation of actual poetry, good and bad” (42), and turn the focus to 
“technical excellence” (42).  
Here, a notorious moment in modernist history is related to Eliot’s 
essay. In Hemingway’s controversial obituary to Joseph Conrad, he adopts an 
acerbic tone with particularly inappropriate mentions of “grinding Mr. Eliot 
into a fine dry powder and sprinkling that powder over Mr. Conrad’s grave” 
(By-Line 136). He concludes with a particularly rude sentiment that “I wish to 
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God they would have taken some great, acknowledged technician of a literary 
figure and left him to write his bad stories” (136). He contrasts the aesthetics 
of Eliot and Conrad indirectly: 
 One should not be funny over the death of a great man, but you  
cannot couple T.S. Eliot and Joseph Conrad in a sentence 
seriously any more than you could see, say, André Germain 
and Manuel Garcia (Maera) walking down the street together 
and not laugh. (135) 
Peter Mallios reads more into the comparison which Hemingway makes 
between Conrad and Eliot, which is worth reproducing in part: 
  The distinction Hemingway draws first between Eliot and  
Conrad, then between a minor French belletrist and one of 
Hemingway’s most revered Spanish bullfighters, is one of 
strenuous experience. […] But most important, both 
Hemingway’s story [“Banal Story,” published in Forum] and 
the Conrad memorial piece—clearly written in palimpsestic 
relation to one another—work together to group Conrad, 
Maera, and Hemingway against Eliot, Germain, and the Forum 
reader to privilege an art based on concrete experience and the 
engagement of extreme circumstance: i.e., not “technique” 
alone, but technique in the context of Conrad’s sea, Maera’s 
bull ring, Hemingway’s war experience, and so on. […] this 
ideology of strenuous and authentic experience—is the linchpin 
of most twentieth-century critical attempts to conceptualize 
Conrad and Hemingway together. (227) 
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As Mallios notes, “strenuous authentic experience” has influenced much of 
Hemingway scholarship. However, many studies attend only to what 
“strenuous experience” entails and how it translates into a Hemingwayesque 
or a Conradian aesthetic within the text. My interest is in determining how 
“strenuous experience” is part of his public image-making practices, before 
analysing how that aspect of celebrity implicates our reading of his texts.  
 Yet, Hemingway was perhaps not as distinct from Eliot as he would 
have liked; one section in Death in the Afternoon describes an almost Eliotian 
conception of tradition. Eliot writes that novelty in a writer, defined as a 
simplistic “difference from his predecessors”—which many may determine to 
be the “peculiar essence of the man” (36)—is in fact a superficial method of 
judging new work. Rather, we must consider the writer’s position in 
“tradition,” or that which “cannot be inherited, and if you want it you must 
obtain it by great labour” (37). In creating an utterly “new” work of art, a great 
writer modifies “all the works of art which precedes it” (37). The great artist is 
then one who understands tradition, and his innovations must engage 
meaningfully with tradition such that it changes the canon in a responsible and 
profound manner. This sensibility is strikingly similar to Hemingway’s own 
thoughts on “tradition.” In a lengthy section which precedes his famous 
formulation of the iceberg principle or the theory of omissions, Hemingway 
similarly emphasises a writer’s debt to the past:  
There are some things which cannot be learned quickly and 
time, which is all we have, must be paid heavily for their 
acquiring. They are the very simplest things and because it 
takes a man’s life to know them and the little new that each 
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man gets from life is very costly and the only heritage he has to 
leave. Each novel which is truly written contributes to the total 
knowledge which is there at the disposal of the next writer who 
comes, but the next writer must pay, always, a certain nominal 
percentage in experience to be able to understand and 
assimilate what is available as his birthright and what he must, 
in turn, take his departure from. (Death 192) 
Given Hemingway’s public grouses with Eliot (he even derides Eliot with a 
snarky interlude in Death, see 139), it is uncanny how Hemingway’s notion of 
tradition is so similar. Note for instance, Hemingway’s comment on how each 
new writer contributes to the canon, just as he needs to learn how to assimilate 
with and depart from it. However, the absolutely crucial difference here is that 
Hemingway attributes a sense of heritage to life as recorded by texts, whereas 
Eliot attributes a sense of tradition to merely the texts themselves.  
Hemingway’s public image is not the only one which is greatly 
enhanced by a poetics of “strenuous experience.” George Orwell’s celebrity 
persona bears similarities to Hemingway’s, and many of his works, such as 
Burmese Days, The Road to Wigan Pier, and Down and Out were also 
journalistic in nature. In particular, it was Wigan Pier which introduced him to 
a wider public; the first edition of 43,690 copies exceeded all of Orwell’s 
combined sales until Animal Farm (see John Rodden 42), and cemented his 
reputation as “a socialist critic of the Left” (43). Further, his experience in the 
colonies enhanced his standing as a writer borne of “strenuous experience” as 
well. At times, readers appealed to his reputation to excuse him from more 
critical reviews of his work. For instance, biographers Stansky and Abrahams, 
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keen to paint a rosy picture of Orwell’s career, understate the criticism 
directed at part two of Wigan Pier, which is generally considered a critical 
failure. Tellingly, Stansky and Abrahams defend the lacking nature of the 
second part by alluding to Orwell’s involvement in the Spanish War: “What 
he was learning had less to do with scientific socialism than with the morality 
of politics” (232). Here, there is a contrast set up between Orwell’s armchair 
critics and their “scientific socialism,” versus what they refer to as Orwell’s  
philosophising of universal morality at some mythic frontline. Orwell’s 
celebrity as war veteran is thus used to justify his professional ineptitude as an 
essayist and social critic.  
 
2.3 The Hemingway Triad 
Hemingway’s “strenuous experience” was and stays a well-known narrative to 
readings publics, and it connects three interrelated parts of his life: war 
veteran, expatriate journalist, and his sportsmanship with respect to sailing, 
hunting, fishing, and bullfighting. His involvement in the war was and is 
relatively well-publicised. Various broadsheets reprinted an Associated Press 
wire on Hemingway’s war injury during World War I: 
Ernest M. Hemingway of Chicago formerly on the staff of the 
Kansas City Star and lately an ambulance driver for the 
American Red Cross in Italy, has been recommended for the 
Italian cross.  
While serving at a canteen he received two hundred 
separate wounds by the explosion of a trench mortar. None 
were dangerous.  
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Despite his wounds he brought into a dressing station 
several Italian soldiers who had been wounded more seriously. 
(“Former Newspaper Man is Honored”) 
The titles given by the editors of various broadsheets emphasised his previous 
occupation as a newsman: “Former Newspaper Man is Honored” (The Arizona 
Republican); “Wounded in 200 Places: Newspaperman Ignores Own 
Condition to Aid Italians” (Evening Public Ledger). Following Hemingway’s 
return to the United States the next year, The Sun and Daily East Gregorian 
ran longer articles. The latter interviewed Hemingway, who furnished the 
following quote: 
My coat and trousers looked like someone had made currant 
jelly in them and then punched the holes to let the pulp out […] 
But I said to the Italian captain who was with me in the 
dressing station, “Oh, it is nothing. In America they all do it. It 
is thought well not to allow the enemy to perceive that they 
have captured our goats.” (“Yankee Punctured by 227 Pieces of 
Austrian Shrapnel” 5) 
Here, Hemingway connects his heroism to his nationality. According to 
Harold McCarthy, Hemingway also cultivated this image in the Illinois 
newspapers, where Hemingway’s two Italian medals, his officer’s cape, 
uniform and “a much-evident cane” was a part “obligingly played” by 
Hemingway (141). The American newsman, with his Italian medals, already 
prefigures the cosmopolitan nature of his later celebrity. Kenneth Lynn cites 
other interviews and Hemingway’s embellishment and misrepresentation of 
the event following his return, and also during his residence in Chicago and 
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Paris in the early 1920s (Lynn 85), noting that interest in his Italian enlistment 
and injuries were reported by papers to the thirties (86). These moments may 
merely be evidence of Hemingway’s vanity, but they are at least suggestive of 
Hemingway’s aspiration towards celebrity, an inclination which precedes the 
inauguration of his literary career in 1924 with the publication of in our time.  
 Part of his celebrity also drew from his work as an expatriate 
journalist. His work with the Toronto Star first enabled travel to Chicago, then 
Paris; later, his publications for Esquire cemented his status as a sportsman 
and an aficionado, and finally, his coverage of the Spanish Civil War 
sustained his image as a war veteran, while introducing the public to his 
inclination for discussing military strategy. His journalism added authority to 
his depictions of far-flung locales in his fiction, which include France, Cuba, 
parts of Africa, Switzerland, and Spain.  
As mentioned earlier, the professionalisation of the journalist afforded 
prestige and higher salaries. Charles Dana—managing editor of the New York 
Tribune, then editor of the New York Sun, and also an assistant secretary of 
war during the Civil War—published three lectures which express some 
favourable assumptions about journalism, while also disclosing an anxiety 
about the future of journalism. Dana expresses the importance of appealing to 
the masses, almost indiscriminately: “[Journalism] must correspond to the 
wants of the people … It must furnish that sort of information which the 
people demand, or else it never can be successful” (11-12). This stands in 
contrast to Eliot’s distrust of journalism, with its “confused cries of the 
newspaper critics and the susurrus of popular repetition that follows” (39). 
Further, in a moment which dovetails with Hemingway’s foregrounding of 
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“strenuous experience,” Dana expresses cautious approval of the sentiment 
that “special studies in a university would be of no use whatever” to an 
aspiring journalist (13). Dana sets up the journalist as the “new” and “a 
modern product” against the “old division of intellectual occupations” which 
produced the likes of clergymen, doctors, and lawyers (13). This section in the 
lectures belies the anxiety of legitimising journalism as a worthwhile industry, 
and ponders its exclusion from the kind of professionalism that is ratified by 
the university.  
Dana also sees journalism in nationalistic terms. He states that the 
nation is responsible for furnishing 
  …the power to the editor and proprietor of a newspaper to  
perform this great intellectual work; and it is a sure mark of 
high intellectual development that any country is able to 
provide such a thing and to support it. (7) 
Further, journalism is, in Dana’s rather clichéd terms, “the voice of justice … 
the determination of patriotism, and the heart of the whole people” (22). For 
him, journalism also belongs to the political, defined against fiction: Dana 
writes that if a young man “takes up a magazine and sits down to read a love 
story, you can not make a newspaper man out of him [… he] will not play any 
momentous part upon the stage of public affairs” (41-42). As Strychacz notes, 
this builds on the “Unease with the ‘effeminate’ and nonprofessional aspects 
of literary endeavours [which is] evident throughout the late nineteenth 
century” (Mass Culture 15). Against popular perceptions of the literary as 
feminine, the journalist “became something of a culture hero—tough, 
uncompromising, at once reporter, instigator, and man of action” (15).   
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 By the 1960s, journalism gained an even more glamorous sheen with 
the development of New Journalism, a form of literary journalism that Wolfe 
declares “wipe[d] out the novel as literature’s main event” (9), when the 
movement in fact, fizzled out by the end of the seventies. What remains 
valuable is Wolfe’s characterisation of the journalist, which shows the 
development of the journalist as a heroic figure in public imagination. For 
Wolfe, the journalist is chameleonic, socially mobile, and addresses readers as 
an informant: “Here came a breed of journalists who somehow had the moxie 
to talk their way inside of any milieu, even closed societies, and hang on for 
dear life” (26). At the same time, being a chameleon requires getting 
accustomed to indignity: 
He not only has to enter the bailiwick of the people he is 
writing about, he also becomes a slave to their schedules. […] 
But worst of all […] is the continual posture of humiliation. 
The reporter starts out by presuming upon someone’s privacy 
[…] and no sooner has he lowered himself that far than already 
he has become a supplicant with his cup out, waiting for 
information or for something to happen, hoping to be tolerated 
long enough to get what he needs, adapting his personality to 
the situation, being ingratiating, obliging, charming, whatever 
seems to be called for, enduring taunts, abuse, even the 
occasional roughing up in the eternal eagerness for ‘the 
story’—behaviour that comes close to being servile or even 
beggarly” (44). 
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Hemingway’s journalistic oeuvre prefigures some of the traits Wolfe identifies 
almost half a decade later. Topics other than his travels, sports, the Spanish 
Civil War, and World War II, include disaster journalism during the Japanese 
earthquake of 1923, and a sensational report on the Irish import of American 
gunmen for assassinations, which sees an interview of one such retired 
gunman on condition of anonymity. And journalism often provided the source 
material for some of Hemingway’s most famous novels. McCarthy notes that 
in Farewell to Arms, the scenes of the Italian retreat from Caporetto, which 
prompted Henry’s desertion, are inspired by Hemingway’s report on the Greek 
retreat when he covered the Greco-Turkish War (148), as opposed to any of 
his experiences during his participation in the first World War.  
The very existence of the Algonquin Round Table during the 1920s to 
40s offers some proof of the allure of journalism as a glamorous occupation. 
This network cultivated members as media celebrities, and “helped to foster a 
romantic ethos that surrounded the writer-journalist hoping to escape narrow 
and provincial attitudes at home” (Doug Underwood 17). Part of their 
inspiration derives from Hemingway’s celebrity; Underwood states that 
Hemingway’s Jake Barnes in Sun “became the [prototype] for the image of the 
contemporary journalist as detached, disillusioned, emotionally scarred, 
vaguely corrupted, self-indulgent, and indifferent to the fate of the world” 
(18). Indeed, Hemingway emerges as a role model in ex-member Dorothy 
Parker’s belated criticism of the Algonquin group: “These were no giants. 
Think of who was writing in those days—Lardner, Fitzgerald, Faulkner and 
Hemingway. Those were the real giants” (Dorothy Herrmann 85). By holding 
Hemingway and Ring Lardner (Hemingway’s own journalist hero) as figures 
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that far superseded their own efforts, Parker’s comment reveals the reach of 
Hemingway’s celebrity even in the elite circles of culture.  
Hemingway’s own relationship with journalism is a complex one. In 
an oft-quoted comment, Hemingway declares that “Newspaper work will not 
harm a young writer and could help him if he gets out of it in time” (George 
Plimpton 189); in yet another, he declares that “journalism, after a point has 
been reached, can be a daily self-destruction for a serious creative writer” 
(190). Comments like these have led scholars like Charles Fenton and Carlos 
Baker to conceive of Hemingway’s journalistic career as only an 
apprenticeship to his novel writing. Baker claims that Hemingway treated 
journalism as an apprenticeship where he could observe the “actual,” and 
consequently, garnered the confidence to admit the “possible” into his fiction 
(64). In similar vein, Doug Underwood repeats that Hemingway denounced 
journalism’s “use of industry conventions and formulas” (140), and that the 
writer moved on with literary writing to “use the creative imagination and 
latitude allowed in art to present a picture that he believed penetrated more 
fully [as compared to journalism] into the texture of life” (126-127).  
Yet, Hemingway’s journalism, such as the Esquire letters, built the 
celebrity that would follow him throughout his later career; one might even 
think it was constitutive of his literary reputation. (Later, I will also suggest 
that his journalism provided an incubatory environment which accounts in part 
for his genre-blending style in Death and other works.) In particular, 
Hemingway’s travel letters in Esquire constructed his image as a well-
travelled expatriate type. They often feature a narrating voice that exudes 
authority, one which is full of privileged, native knowledge. Consider how, in 
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“Shootism versus Sport: The Second Tanganyika Letter,” Hemingway makes 
a distinction: “Tourists who shoot in Africa are called shootists to distinguish 
them from sportsmen” (By-Line 165). We are told that shootists often break 
the regulations of big game hunting because of their cowardice, shooting from 
the safety of their vehicles which lions fail to recognise as a threat, as 
compared to sportsmen who heroically hunt on foot. Also, in “Trout Fishing in 
Europe,” Hemingway details a particularly Swiss method of cooking trout 
which is  
not a well-known dish at the hotels. You have to go back in the 
country to get trout cooked that way. You come up from the 
stream to a chalet and ask them if they know how to cook blue 
trout. If they don’t you walk on a way. (116) 
His perambulation into the Swiss countryside, in search of simpler pleasures 
that oppose the trite and commonplace the luxuries of the hotel, is narrated 
with the aplomb of a native informant who guides the reader to elusive local 
delights. Once again, his style authenticates his place as the seasoned 
expatriate, and it distinguishes him from the common, vulgar tourist. In the 
same article, he insists that Deauville is  
… a watering place that has become so famous that the really 
smart people no longer go to it and the others hold a 
competitive spending contest and mistake each other for 
duchesses, dukes, prominent pugilists, Greek millionaires and 
the Dolly sisters. (112) 
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The implication of course is that the corrupting influence of new money and 
common tourism has infected a certain “natural” identity of spaces, and 
therefore, our experience of these locales.  
This narrative voice, which functions as a simulated native guide of 
sorts, also extends into Hemingway’s fiction. Allyson Nadia Field notes that 
Jake’s description of his walk to work does not only serve a descriptive 
purpose: 
In contrast to the stationary tourists [engrossed in street 
performances], Jake is among the crowds of people going to 
work. Implicitly aligning himself with the bustling Parisians, he 
remarks “It felt pleasant to be going to work.” (Field 34) 
The true, working expatriate is thus distinguished from the idling, 
directionless tourists. This sensibility extends to Jake’s implicit condemnation 
of the Rotonde as a tourist trap. She further comments that “Attitude and 
lifestyle define the club-like aspect of Jake’s circle and mark the distinction 
between figures like the Count and Robert Cohn” (Field 36).  
 Further, Jeffrey Herlihy notes that Hemingway thought of expatriation, 
or rather, geographical “transplantation” (56), as integral to his literary 
production. Herlihy tracks Hemingway’s lifetime itinerary and the texts he 
worked on in each geographical location, reaching the conclusion that 
Hemingway was “employing distance as a literary resource” (56; for itinerary, 
see 57). Indeed, Hemingway noted his artistic need for geographical distance 
not only in private correspondence, but also in A Moveable Feast: “Maybe 
away from Paris I could write about Paris as in Paris I could write about 
Michigan” (7). Unlike Herlihy, I am not as invested in how “transplantation” 
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affected his aesthetics; rather, I wish to stress how Hemingway actively 
promoted his expatriate image as part of his artistry to enhance his public 
reception.  
His public image as a journalist and war veteran is replicated in part or 
in full in the promotion of his work. Wendolyn Tetlow for instance notes that 
the 1924 Three Mountains Press Paris edition of in our time collages clippings 
on its cover (Tetlow 46). Further, Ford Madox Ford promoted this edition in 
the Paris Tribune, where he referred to Hemingway’s worldly life experiences: 
Mr. Hemingway gives you minute but hugely suggestive 
pictures of a great number of things he has seen whether in the 
days when the late war was a war of movement, or in the 
gardens and presence of the King of Greece, or again in the 
corridas of Southern Europe […] To read Mr. Hemingway is to 
be presented with a series of—often very cruel—experiences of 
your own that will in turn be dissolved into your own filmy 
remembrances […] Mr. Hemingway [presents you] with the 
raw material [of life]. (Hugh Ford 259) 
Ford’s endorsement neatly ties strands of Hemingway’s biography into a 
poetics of strenuous experience, and markets it as “rawness.” This 
hypermasculine, cosmopolitan public image has since been read into 
Hemingway’s work, and Hemingway scholarship then and now show how his 
celebrity has persisted to this day. Biographical readings, from speculation to 
psychoanalysis, suggest that readers from the professional literary critics to the 
common reader are all very much interested in the Hemingwayesque 
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personality, a culture of reading which is inevitable, and which opposes Eliot’s 
theory of impersonality.  
 Hemingway’s texts also evince his sensitivity towards the implications 
of his literary celebrity, with rather fatalistic conclusions. He understood 
narratives of celebrity to involve an inevitable fall because of the public’s 
perverse thirst for their heroes to face disgrace. In Death, Hemingway often 
implicitly compares matadors to writers. His account of Manuel Granero’s life 
and career details Granero’s illustrious career, his early death at twenty, and 
how he was lucky because “They really worshipped him in Valencia and he 
was killed before they ever had time to turn on him” (45). Against Granero, 
Hemingway brings up another celebrity bullfighter, Chavez, who suffered 
grievous injuries, was traumatised, and never fought again. Hemingway 
describes how Valencia and Chavez’s hometown, Grau, “have turned on him” 
and allegedly named a public toilet after him, “El Urinario Chavez” (46). 
Hemingway’s distrust of mass culture and public appetites are then, not that 
dissimilar from the likes of Eliot; however, he displayed an uncommon 
willingness to engage with mass culture. In the next chapter, I analyse how the 
publication history of Death and his Esquire articles reveal his complicities 
and resistances with promotional tactics and public tastes. 
 To recapitulate, I have suggested that Hemingway’s celebrity hinges 
on four points: his veteran status from a well-publicised injury during World 
War I, his expatriation and travels, his sportsmanship, and his journalism. 
Each of these prongs offers invaluable sources of inspiration and 
autobiographical material for his literary production. These interconnections 
offer some insights into definitions of celebrity: first, celebrity is the 
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emergence of the personal in the professional—his interests in bullfighting, 
big game hunting, and sports fishing are private concerns, yet they feature 
heavily in his promotional material and public image. In this light, celebrity is 
the irruption of the private into the professional and the public. This is made 
clearer when placed alongside Eliot’s repudiation of “personality” in the 
pursuit of technical excellence; for Hemingway, it is not merely technical 
excellence and scholarship of the canon which is instructive, but also 
strenuous experience, which has to do with exposing himself to different 
contexts across different cultures and countries. Second, Hemingway’s literary 
persona drew heavily from his other professional occupations, including his 
stint as an ambulance driver during the first war, and his extensive journalism. 
Celebrity can thus be the conflation of various professional personae, a whole 
which is more than the sum of its parts; in Hemingway’s case, his diverse 













CHAPTER 3: CELEBRITY TRAVELS 
3.1 Crossing Genres 
In the previous chapter, I started with a discussion of how twentieth century 
modernity is defined by a culture of professionalism. This culture deploys 
mechanisms of organising knowledge and power, which include the formation 
of peer-communities, its accompanying hierarchical formations, and 
gatekeeping practices which lead consequently to the development of 
exclusive, jargonistic professional language. These developments are part of 
knowledge specialisation, and result in division of labour, where professionals 
pursue increasingly esoteric branches of knowledge and technical expertise. 
These processes have fragmented the nineteenth century writer, or the man of 
letters, who had the required social status to engage meaningfully with 
diverse, disparate issues in the public sphere. He is fragmented into at least 
four professions: the journalist, the politician, the academic scholar, and the 
literary writer. In this chapter, I discuss how modern celebrity presents a force 
which ruptures the boundaries of professionalisation, as erected by practices 
which divide labour. To some degree, celebrity returns “the prestige of the 
individual” (Guy and Small, “Rise of the Professional” 379) back to the 
modern writer. This reveals itself in the way celebrity affords Hemingway to 
cross genres and write on content not accorded to his profession in his 
publications.   
Key to my argument is a consideration of Hemingway’s Death in the 
Afternoon (1932), a bloated book-length effort marketed as a guide to 
bullfighting, and a rather bizarre choice of publication on the part of the 
publisher, considering that Hemingway’s journalistic work then had little 
 47 
which would indicate expertise in sports reportage. By-Line records that 
between 1920 to 1924, he had published only four articles on fishing for The 
Toronto Daily Star and The Toronto Star Weekly, and one on bullfighting. It is 
possible that his critical and commercial success with The Sun Also Rises and 
A Farewell to Arms mollified the publisher’s anxieties. It was only after Death 
that Hemingway actively fashioned a public image congruent to sports 
reporting. During the mid to late thirties, he came to be known as “Papa,” or 
“the indestructible U.S. sportsman and aficionado, [which] became a veritable 
paradigm of masculinity in the American cultural imaginary” (Loren Glass 
139). He propagated this image through his Esquire travel letters, past the 
publication of Death between 1933 to 1936, and covered topics like big game 
hunting, travelling tips, and his views on the pervasive international tension 
which would lead to World War II. Critics did not approve of his career 
choices during this period; Max Eastman titled his review of Death “Bull in 
the Afternoon,” and quipped that Hemingway was developing “a literary 
style…of wearing false hair on the chest” (qtd. in Glass 144).  
While Death was intended to be a guide to tauromachy, critics observe 
that it also represented one of the most explicit, published texts where 
Hemingway discusses authorship, publication, literary promotion, and mass 
reading culture. Scholars such as Nancy Comley and Robert Scholes have also 
noted Hemingway’s bizarre introduction of an “Old Lady” as an interlocutor 
in his text, which presents gendered dimensions to his comments. The Old 
Lady appears at various points in the book to form a “counter-narrator” to the 
narrator, and dramatises Hemingway’s own struggle with editing the text such 
that it becomes palatable for various reading publics. Michael Thurston adds 
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that the Old Lady is a “consistent representative of femininity for 
Hemingway,” who symbolises “an insipid propriety, a saccharine sensibility 
shaped by genteel culture, and a matronly censoriousness and caution born of 
these” (n.pag.). These moments are the clearest indications that Hemingway 
indeed believed himself to be dealing with 
Competition from female writers and the female influence in 
the publishing industry on critical standards and on popular 
tastes […which] threatened to stigmatize the writing profession 
as effeminate and to devalue the style and marketability of 
me’s writings. In particular, years of cultural work by women 
reformers threaten to “feminize” standards of propriety and 
censorship. (Rena Sanderson 183) 
The digressions in Death and the counter narrating Old Lady thus allow 
Hemingway to make “normative claims on his audience and on his literary 
rivals alike” (Thurston, n.pag.). Many of these sections also disclose 
Hemingway’s own reservations about the way Death is written and framed. In 
the following section, he acknowledges that some readers, like the Old Lady, 
will miss the significance of Death: 
  Madame, does all this writing of the bullfights bore you? 
Old lady: No, sir, I cannot say it does, but I can only read so 
much of it at one time.  
I understand. A technical explanation is hard reading. It is like 
the simple directions which accompany any mechanical toy and 
which are incomprehensible. (179) 
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The narrator’s tone here can be read as condescension; as I will show later, 
Hemingway did intend for the text to be read as a technical manual, but he 
also believed that it contained elements of the literary which he hoped for 
readers to note. Yet, this quote also evinces Hemingway’s own anxieties about 
the text’s technical nature. Hemingway’s revisions to Death were extremely 
extensive. Robert Trogdon’s study of Hemingway’s marked galleys show that 
“he made 405 substantive emendations […] his revisions were so extensive 
that the firm charged him $145.25 for the alterations that had to be made to the 
type” (Matthew Bruccoli 185, qtd. in Trogdon 28). Trogdon’s scholarship 
suggests that Hemingway was indeed, anxious about the reception of his foray 
into technical non-fiction of a sort.  
Hemingway’s interlocuting Old Lady represents the possible attitudes 
of readers who may not understand his work; also, she later requests that he 
tells her instead “the kind of stories Mr. Faulkner writes” (179), which 
suggests his view that the reading public prefers Faulknerian fiction over non-
fiction of this order. The narrating Hemingway obliges the Old Lady, but tells 
a rambling story about his personal experiences on the Left Bank, which 
involve three friends and an elliptically mentioned homoerotic scandal, 
without “what [the Old Lady] called in my youth a wow at the end” (182). He 
replies: “Ah, Madame, it is years since I added the wow to the end of a story” 
(182). The entire episode, marked by a vaguely sarcastic tone, derides the 
reading public’s prosaic appetite for sensational, satisfying endings, as 
represented by the Old Lady, and he refuses to sate that appetite.  
Elsewhere, Hemingway implicitly criticises the parasitic, promotional 
cultures attached to artistic creation and performances such as bullfighting and 
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writing. In yet another exchange with the Old Lady, he contrasts the 
bullfighters who, as real heroes, “eat in modest pensions” (93), against 
promoters like Dominguin, who is “smoking a cigar” and “eating shrimp” 
(93). Far later in 1943, he expresses even more explicit antagonism towards 
literary agents in a letter to friend and lawyer, Maurise Speiser: 
The big houses of literary agents are actually agents for the 
publishers rather than the writer […] I found that I could 
consistently make better terms than the literary agent could 
make for me and that I would sell a thing when I wanted to or 
not sell it when I did not want to. (qtd. in Jividen 293) 
The Old Lady and Dominguin thus both represent aspects of the literary 
industry which are antagonistic to artistic creation—the masses of 
unsophisticated readers and the promoters.  
Trogdon’s scholarship further reveals some of the contexts for 
Hemingway’s anxieties and grouses, particularly as they pertain to 
Hemingway’s experimental genre-blending style, and how he might market 
such a difficult text. Trogdon mentions that some of the correspondence 
between Hemingway and Scribner editor Maxwell Perkins dealt with obscene 
words in the text (25). Related to this is how Hemingway also resisted 
Perkins’s plans to promote the work, which includes placing Death with the 
Book-of-the-Month Club. Hemingway was convinced that the club would 
“pressure him to cut out obscene words and passages” (26). In A Moveable 
Feast, Hemingway makes his stand clear with respect to censorship of this 
sort, and dramatises it through an exchange with Gertrude Stein. The two 
writers are shown to be discussing Hemingway’s draft of “Up in Michigan,” 
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and Stein disapproves of the vulgarities in the text. Stein’s role in this 
exchange as an antagonistic, critical presence, is reminiscent of Death’s 
interlocutory Old Lady: 
“It’s good,” [Stein] said [of “Up in Michigan”]. “That’s not the 
question at all. But it is inaccrochable. That means it is like a 
picture that a painter paints and then he cannot hang it when he 
has a show and nobody will buy it because they cannot hang it 
either.” (Feast 15) 
The narrating Hemingway defends his use of obscenities: 
But what if it is not dirty but it is only that you are trying to use 
words that people would actually use? That are the only words 
that can make the story come true and that you must use them? 
You have to use them. (15) 
Here, Hemingway implicitly disparages Stein’s emphasis on art’s “hanging 
value” and her view that art should thus be held hostage to prevailing market 
trends. As with the Old Lady who gets bored with the technical explanations 
of tauromachy, Stein represents the feminised reader or even critic, who fails 
to appreciate masculine modes of artistic experimentation by being too 
sensitive and too genteel. In many ways, Hemingway’s lyricisation of the 
vernacular and the vulgar are not only part of his techniques of realism, but 
also suggest his chameleonic nature and his journalistic instinct to record 
things “as they are,” and his desire to address different cross-sections of 
society. For Hemingway, readers like the Old Lady and Stein miss the point 
that Hemingway’s Death, which is a condensation of “truth, death, sex, and 
writing” and other things crass and grotesque, in fact produces a “portrait of 
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the artist as sexually and stylistically complex, as torn between the search for 
authoritative truth and the acknowledgement of that truth’s locus in 
performance” (Thurston, n.pag.).  
 These digressions, which criticise reading publics and promotional 
culture, and attack artists and critics like Stein, represent Hemingway’s 
generic experimentation with prose. Death blends non-fictive writing on 
bullfighting with an eye to touristic interest in Spain, and with his own 
thoughts on the literary industry. Scribner’s promotional material accordingly 
markets it as a genre-blending effort: 
…it is very much more than [the first complete book by an 
American writer about the bullfight, bullfighters, and bulls]. 
Blended into its pages are several short stories […] Mr. 
Hemingway enters the arena of current literature and plunges 
sharp critical banderillas into the sensitive sides of some of the 
bulls of American letters. (“Death in the Afternoon Sales 
Description” 6) 
Trogdon notes that Scribner employees “were afraid that American readers 
would not be interested in a technical book about bullfighting” (34). The 
comments in the promotional material thus highlight Hemingway’s insults 
directed at “the bulls of American letters,” which include writers from 
Faulkner to Eliot and Woolf. The marketing strategy then, leverages 
Hemingway’s insults levied at various celebrity writers and the public’s 
appetite for literary gossip, all for the purpose of moving sales. I deal with this 
at length later, but very briefly, exchanges of this sort in print were common to 
the earlier twentieth century. For instance, Sean Latham’s work on modernist 
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roman à clefs studies the “nasty campaigns of literary assassination” carried 
out in novels and elsewhere (73).  
Hemingway himself discloses—in an angry letter which reacts to this 
marketing material—that he “put all that stuff in so that anyone buying the 
book for no matter what reason would get their money worth” (qtd. in 
Trodgon 34). These genre-crossings are then, intentionally targeted at drawing 
interest from various segregated reading cultures. He also expresses that the 
publishing house should not have advertised the book’s digressions, but rather, 
that any mention of the material which is extraneous to tauromachy should 
have been left to the critics and reviewers, and not foregrounded by the 
publishers; he then requests that they remove all references to his “literary 
Credo” (qtd. in Trogdon 35) and market it as primarily a guide to bullfighting 
instead.  
This correspondence complicates Hemingway’s own attitudes towards 
his celebrity and his position in the literary industry: on the one hand, he feels 
compelled to offer parts of his celebrity persona and “literary Credo” to 
readers who would not otherwise appreciate the technical text. This reveals 
that Hemingway intentionally exploited his own celebrity and designed 
Death’s digressions—particularly the sections with vehement criticism of 
other writers—to make the text palatable to the general reader, one who is 
obsessed with literary controversy and scandals. Hemingway thus harnesses 
his namesake to make Death a text which straddles the genres of the 
guidebook and the autobiographical, with an eye to the modes of the tabloid, 
the voyeuristic, and the confessional. As such, this discloses Hemingway’s 
own complicity with prevailing market trends, and how he enhanced the 
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“hanging value” of his work by introducing celebrity gossip; all this, despite 
his derision of such tactics as expressed in his narrator’s conversations with 
the Old Lady.  
Yet, Hemingway resists the promotional material which highlights the 
tabloid-like digressions and his ruminations on writing, predicated as they are 
on his “literary Credo.” He dislikes the explicit promotion of the book as 
anything other than a bullfighting guide. The genre-blending concessions he 
made with respect to the material of the book do not thus extend to the 
compromising marketing tactics of the publishing firm—he wished for some 
reason to preserve the text’s status as purely a bullfighting manual. 
Hemingway was thus willing to concede to the demands of the reading publics 
at the authorial level of textual creation, but refuses to compromise at the 
level of textual promotion. This suggests that he saw his work primarily as a 
non-fictive guide, with intrusions of his literary celebrity to sustain public 
interest, while tying tauromachy to a more universal discussion of artistic 
creation and its conflict with mass culture.  
Death was however not only a critical failure, but also a commercial 
letdown, at least by Hemingway’s standards. Therefore, we might conclude 
that his celebrity only got him through the gatekeeping media producers, but 
did not quite sustain public interest. The book had five print runs with a total 
of 20,780 copies, with many bookstores returning copies to the publisher. This 
compares unfavourably with the preceding A Farewell to Arms with sales of 
101,675 copies (Trogdon 37-38). However, Universal Studios in fact 
considered buying the film rights for Death, and thought that the asking price 
of $15,000 was reasonable despite there being “little actual material in the 
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book itself that could be used since it makes no pretense of being fiction” 
(Jividen 62). (Sensational fiction is undoubtedly an important requirement for 
film studios, because it offers a narrative arc with conflicts, tensions, and 
resolutions that can be adapted for fictive films.) Miriam Howell, an associate 
of Leland Hayward who was an agent for the studio, explained that they saw 
value in the book because of the “popularity […] of Mr. Hemingway’s work 
in general” (Miriam Howell’s letter to Maurice Speiser, 28 Sep. 1933; qtd. in 
Jill Jividen 62). The legitimacy of Hemingway’s sports journalism is then, 
predicated more on the value generated by his prestige as a fiction writer. 
Here, Hemingway’s celebrity affords him the legitimacy of a professional 
sports commenter, though he lacked the credentials and publications to justify 
it. Celebrity can waive professional prerequisites; in the literary realm, 
celebrity can lead thus to genre-crossings and innovations.   
This period from 1932 to 1936 also marked a diversification of 
Hemingway’s writing, and an accompanying diversification of his income 
sources. Hemingway’s contemporaries disapproved of his image-making 
practices. Edmund Wilson derided the Esquire articles in 1939, lamenting that 
Hemingway has passed “into a phase where he is occupied with building his 
public personality…[T]he opportunity soon presents itself to exploit this 
personality for profit: he is soon turning out regular articles for well-paying 
and trashy magazines,” and concludes that his public persona “is certainly his 
own worst-invented character” (qtd. in Glass 104). But if nothing else, 
capitalising on his reputation afforded him financial independence and the 
freedom to play with conventions, which resulted in experimentations with 
popular writing styles.  
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3.2 Onymity 
To be more precise, these effects of celebrity have to do with what Gerard 
Genette calls “onymity”—the sign of the author’s name and its field of 
meanings. The name is not “a straightforward statement of identity,” but rather 
“the way to put an identity, or rather a ‘personality,’ as the media call it, at the 
service of the book” (40). Genette explains that onymity can have various 
effects, such as the implication that a book written by famous author so-and-so 
will “perhaps be successful precisely because of his previously established 
fame” (40). Onymity can intersect genre in various ways because “the author’s 
name fulfils a contractual function”; its effect on textual interpretation “is 
much greater in all kinds of referential writing, where the credibility of the 
testimony, or of its transmission, rests largely on the identity of the witness or 
the person reporting it” (41). Hemingway’s reputation, built on The Sun Also 
Rises and A Farewell to Arms, guaranteed some degree of financial success in 
his next projects. The first run of Death in fact, sold 12,000 copies before sales 
dipped (Trogdon 37); this suggests that his onymity had at least some degree 
of influence on reading publics during the initial promotion of the book before 
interest in the actual material waned. Further, Esquire was a new magazine 
started in 1933, and the first issue built a brand based on literary masculinity, 
with contributions from Hemingway and writers such as John Dos Passos and 
more notably, Dashiell Hammett. Hammett’s reputation—built on the 
masculine genre of hard-boiled detective fiction and noir such as The Glass 
Key—undoubtedly complemented Hemingway’s own reputation. The two in 
tandem helped Esquire construct an implied readership of cosmopolitan, urban 
men, who were sophisticated enough to enjoy reading, but rough enough to 
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enjoy a tumble in the wild with Hemingway, or tough enough to investigate 
the underworld with Hammett. Celebrity therefore puts writers in a privileged 
position with which media institutions can cooperate, bolster, and/or exploit.  
However, onymity may also be prioritised over the text’s actual 
content and value, which is to say, the text’s exchange value may supersede its 
use value; as Lawrence Rainey notes, T.S. Eliot’s The Wasteland was 
purchased and approved for publication without having been read (106). As 
with my observations on Hemingway’s Death and the studio rights, or the 
Esquire articles, “it was not simply the institutions that were the vehicle of the 
poem; the poem also became the vehicle of the institutions” (Rainey 106). 
This extends to celebrity writers’ roles in other media networks which have 
wider reach. Take for instance one of Hemingway’s dispatches to the North 
American Newspaper Alliance (NANA) during his coverage of the Spanish 
War. During this period, Hemingway filed dispatches once a week “regardless 
of whether there was anything new or dramatic to report […] and NANA paid 
him well” (William Watson 54). This was undoubtedly an effect of 
Hemingway’s celebrity as a war veteran and a literary celebrity, which 
guaranteed public interest in his accounts of the war. While there is no clear 
way to quantify public interest in his work, a study of “Dispatch 15” reveals at 
least how media producers at the NANA viewed and positioned Hemingway’s 
work, and in fact prioritised the exchange-value of his celebrity over the actual 
value of his content.  
“Dispatch 15” for instance describes a non-event, or the quiet at the 
Madrid front. To circumvent the lack of material, Hemingway turns to tactics 
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of lifestyle writing, and initiates a humorous discussion of the liquor available 
in Spain during its wartime economy: 
Store windows are full of Spanish imitations of all kinds of 
cordials, whiskeys and vermouths. These are not recommended 
for internal use, though I’m employing something called 
“Milords Escocés Whiskey” on my face after shaving. It smarts 
a little, but I feel very hygienic. I believe it would be possible 
to cure athletes [sic.] foot with it … (55)  
The imitation liquor suggests the terrible state of the economy, but 
Hemingway introduces levity to the description. He exploits his position as a 
well-employed expatriate to poke fun at the nasty quality of the liquor, which 
is fit for use only as an after-shave lotion. Hemingway has employed parodic, 
comedic writing of this sort prior to his literary fame; in 1920, Hemingway 
published a feature in the Toronto Star on his stressful experience getting a 
free shave at the barber college. Despite the trivial premise, Hemingway in 
fact implies a witty criticism of the American welfare system. Consider the 
following excerpts: 
  The true home of the free and the brave is the barber college.  
Everything is free there. And you have to be brave …  
The shave wasn’t so bad. Scientists say that hanging is 
really a very pleasant death. The pressure of the rope on the 
nerves and arteries of the neck produces a sort of anaesthesia. It 
is waiting to be hanged that bothers a man …  
If you wish to secure free board, free room, and free 
medical attention there is one infallible way of obtaining it. 
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Walk up to the biggest policeman you can find and hit him in 
the face. 
The length of your period of free board and room will 
depend on how Colonel [George Taylor] Denison [the police 
magistrate] is feeling. And the amount of your free medical 
attention will depend on the size of the policeman. (By-Line 4-
7) 
Here, Hemingway produces a sketch of urban life, its amenities, and its 
wanting treatment of the homeless and the underprivileged in a witty manner, 
which is not unlike the physiologies of the feuilletons. He begins with a 
metaleptic inversion, reconfiguring the patriotic phrase, “the land of the free 
and home of the brave,” to  
The true home of the free and the brave is the barber college. 
Everything is free there. And you have to be brave. (4) 
The article thus trivialises popular, patriotic assumptions about America as a 
venerable nation. He ends the article with acerbic comments on the prison as 
the only guaranteed social safety net for the poor. These comments put 
aphoristic patriotism in tension with troubling realities on the ground. They 
are also written in a voice which plays on his role as a lifestyle reviewer: the 
agency of the lifestyle journalist, who serves as a curator of the finer things in 
life, is contrasted against his actual situation, which forces him to review a 
free shave at a barber college. This leads ultimately to a parodic “review” of 
the prison as lodgings of a sort. While the piece is light-hearted, it nevertheless 
pushes through with social criticism of American welfare or the lack of it. 
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“Dispatch 15” similarly gives a sketch of wartime Spain with the same 
tone of parody, which makes for light hearted reading despite its sombre, 
anecdotal look at the Spanish economy. His literary reputation afforded him 
free play, even for his work as an NANA journalist. The NANA editors in 
fact, published this piece and titled it “Hemingway, Covering War, Tells of 
Brush with Death” (Watson 11). The alleged “Brush with Death” is a 
reference to Hemingway’s swimming trip, which makes no mention of any 
“danger” whatsoever apart from the chilliness of the river, the “fast flowing 
stream” (55), and his paranoia that Fascist troops would spot him. The NANA 
editors thus distorted the story and sensationalised its content with the title. 
Watson notes that the NANA “was promoting Hemingway as well as the 
news, and as a result, they focussed [sic.] on and dramatized his experiences, 
often at the expense of the article’s contents” (11).  
As Tim Galow puts it, “authorial personae functioned as an important 
site of knowledge production that could ultimate displace the texts upon which 
a writer’s fame supposedly rested” (319). This effect pervades much of 
modernist promotion; as evidence, Galow refers to the reception of Stein’s 
lecture tour United States in 1934. The extensive press coverage focused 
“rarely on Stein’s writing or the content of her speeches […] Her clothes, her 
demeanor, and her effect on audiences regularly took precedence” (319). My 
account of Hemingway’s promotion by Scribner and the NANA is further 
evidence of this effect of celebrity; also, Hemingway’s journalism and his 
experimentation in Death show that his celebrity status affords him the 
freedom to play with generic forms, particularly when it comes to 
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autobiographical material that is narrated with the styles of exhibitionism, 
voyeurism, gossip, and scandal.  
At the same time, Hemingway often uses these moments to touch on 
issues with more gravitas, such as social criticism and his grouses with the 
literary industry, but with a levity that makes for easy reading. In this manner, 
twentieth century celebrity writers have some freedom to comment publicly 
on a wide variety of issues that range from epicurean tastes to socio-political 
matters. Their role is not unlike the man of letters of the nineteenth century; 
however, given that they are addressing a far larger public than the man of 
letters who wrote primarily for the upper echelons, they may often resort to 
mass cultural styles to sustain public attention. These tactics perhaps represent 
some form of democratisation of public authority and debate. However, unlike 
Lamartine, they do not get catapulted into a political career because of the 
walls built by a culture of professionalisation.  
Many of these tactics used by Hemingway reveal that he does not 
preach directly to his readers, but rather rely on humour to make his point. In 
this manner, he holds true to his philosophy of writing, that  
For a writer to put his own intellectual musings, which he 
might sell for a low price as essays, into the mouth of 
artificially constructed characters […] is good economics 
perhaps, but does not make literature (Death 191). 
This philosophy extends to his journalism. In his articles, he parodies the 
stylistics of the lifestyle journalist, the travel writer, or the epicurean writer. 
Hemingway in fact carries the tone and logic of those reportorial narrators to 
the extreme, resulting in comedic effects. He does not put intellectual musings 
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into the mouths of these narratorial characters then; rather, he mimics these 
narratorial character-types in journalism to reveal the artifice of such 
reportage, while also establishing his collusions with such techniques. This 
degree of sophistication with narratorial voice is at odds with the oft-quoted 
Kansas City Star style guide in Hemingway scholarship, which foregrounds 
Hemingway’s simplicity, economy, and his simple declarative sentences.   
At other points however, Hemingway breaks form and addresses his 
audience directly and didactically. The clearest example can be found in 
Hemingway’s Esquire article of February 1934. Titled “A Paris Letter,” the 
piece is written in a highly intimate tone, and the narrator addresses the 
implied reader directly at one point:  
If you want a Paris letter full of spice and detail and many 
cracks you will have to get someone else to write it. All I do is 
go out and get depressed and wish I were somewhere else. (By-
Line 157)  
This second-person address with the pronoun “you” is what Norman 
Fairclough refers to as “synthetic personalisation,” which is particular to 
methods of address used by mass media, used commonly in advertisements: 
… it will be individual members of the audience who will read  
the advertisement […] and so somehow the advertiser needs to 
direct an appeal […] to individual members. Both producer and 
audience need to be personalized, but because of the actual 
conditions of production and interpretation of advertising 
discourse, this has to be synthetic personalization. (203)  
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Synthetic personalisation can have the effect of reducing distance between the 
addressing narrator and the actual readers through the construction of an 
implied reader, or an experiential position vis-à-vis the narrator which is 
imposed on the reader. According to Mary Talbot,  
Addressing a mass audience imposes on mass-media producers 
the need to construct an implied reader [or viewer] as 
addressee. At the same time, it imposes on actual mass-media 
readers or viewers the need to negotiate with the constructed 
positions … [the producers of mass-media texts] are in a 
position to assign assumed shared experiences and 
commonsense attitudes as givens to a mass audience. (146)  
Hemingway’s narratorial address establishes some synthetic familiarity with 
the implied reader. The antagonistic tone is hardly appropriate for 
conventional journalism, but in this case, it simulates the tenor of private 
correspondence, which gels with the Esquire letters’ epistolary form. The 
antagonistic line, “you will have to get someone else to write it,” belies the 
frustration the narrator is feeling in wintry Paris. What follows is a disclosure 
of his extensive drinking in the euphemistic “go out and get depressed” (By-
Line 157). This speech act solicits perlocutionary action from the implied 
reader who, presumably a friend, would offer consolation and understanding, 
or dismiss his outrageous melancholia, and so forth.  
While this moment hardly touches on any worthy socio-political issue, 
the letter moves on, in a stream of consciousness, to criticise public attitudes 
towards the coming war: 
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What makes you feel bad is the perfectly calm way everyone 
speaks about the next war. It is accepted and taken for granted. 
All right. Europe has always had wars. But we can keep out of 
this one. […] If kids want to go to see what war is like, or for 
the love of any nation, let them go as individuals. Anyone has a 
right to go who wants to. But we, as a country, have no 
business in it and we must keep out. (By-Line 160)  
This fascinating section is a quick turnabout from the rest of the letter, which 
details Hemingway’s hunting in Nebraska in the previous year, and his current 
gloomy situation in Paris. Note the positioning of the implied reader: the 
narrator first addresses the attitudes of the cynical public and war-hungry 
youths with a generic “you,” before he shifts to the plural personal “we.” The 
effect is a rhetoric of the “us and them” variety. To paraphrase, he is saying 
“what makes everyone feel bad is the way the coming war is taken for granted, 
but we, as Americans, should not participate in this attitude or in the war if it 
comes.” His message of pacifism is not quite didactic, but conciliatory and 
persuasive, enunciated at a level between friends. Communication in a 
published letter is unidirectional; however Hemingway’s narrator simulates 
lateral, bidirectional communication. Further, “we, as a country” indicates a 
direct engagement with prevailing attitudes in national discourse which he 
actively seeks to correct. Hemingway’s onymity signifies his status as war 
veteran, and, along with the success of Farewell, undoubtedly enhances the 
authoritative force behind his pacifist comments. Writers can thus utilise their 
celebrity to side-step generic conventions in institutional contexts like 
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Esquire’s middle-brow journalism, and also leverage celebrity to engage the 
larger reading publics directly on matters of great currency.  
In this chapter, I discussed how onymity allows Hemingway to shift 
beyond the constraints of genre in the immediate context of his writing. His 
wartime journalism is, at times, infused with the tactics of lifestyle reportage, 
mobilised as parody to effect social criticism in a light-hearted and 
entertaining manner. The promotional tactics of media institutions do not 
always cohere with his own textual positioning; rather, they may co-opt his 
celebrity and obfuscate the subtleties of his play on generic conventions. 
NANA for instance obscures his comments on the poverty of wartime Spain 
by foregrounding his rather trivial and overly dramatised “brush with death,” 
thus shifting the focus from his reportorial work to his own well being—body 
over text. However, these moments where Hemingway crosses professional 
boundaries and expectations, in fact point to Hemingway’s clout as a 
twentieth-century man of letters of a sort, whose very reputation adds currency 
to his writing. His celebrity provides the required cohesiveness and the 
prestige for him to tackle disparate topics, often in one piece of writing.  
These phenomena, particularly the journalistic and literary industries’ 
penchant for promoting their writers’ celebrity over their content, bodies over 
texts, are arguably unique to the fin-de-siecle. This is what Rachel Bowlby 
refers to as the “ascendancy of exchange value over use value” (1). She 
identifies the mid-nineteenth century Crystal Palace exhibitions and the 
concurrent development of departmental stores as one flashpoint in late 
modern history which led to this development; it was during this period that 
diverse consumer products became available to the common consumer, and 
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more importantly, such ticketed exhibitions meant that value was ascribed to 
the very display of luxury items, which were previously out of reach and sight 
for most. This limited form of market democratisation was encapsulated by 
the catchphrase “la democratisation du luxe”; while consumers may not be 
able to afford items on display, the relatively inexpensive admission prices 
meant that the pleasure of looking was affordable for a larger population of 
consumers, marking the “transformation of merchandise into spectacle” (4). 
Benjamin too, called the departmental store the “last promenade for the 
flâneur” (Modern Life 40). In this light, Benjamin’s observation that the public 
display of flânerie in fact, enhanced the market value of the flâneur’s work, 
comes into sharp relief. It is the spectacle of Hemingway’s perambulating 
presence on the boulevards as “Papa,” and the eroticisation or fetishisation of 














 CHAPTER 4: NEGOTIATING COMPLICITIES 
This chapter begins the work of illustrating how Hemingway and Miller both 
participated in the construction of a “simulated gentleman’s club” through the 
careful construction of their implied readers. This dynamic between authors, 
their texts, and their readers (or non-readers) is predicated on the widespread 
fascination with celebrity culture and scandal during the earlier twentieth 
century. To this end, I begin with a quick sketch of the historical context as it 
relates to the print industry and celebrity culture; I will then proceed to tie 
these historical developments to my close readings of the writers’ texts, 
arguing for how their “cosmopolitan” address allowed them to speak to 
segregated publics, even as they were complicit with some degree of feminine 
exclusion. 
 
4.1 The Styles of Yellow Journalism 
On the Left Bank, writers often mined their personal, private lives, for 
material for their fiction—I am referring here to the many memoirs and 
romans à clef that were produced by modernists such as Orwell, Miller and 
Hemingway. This can be attributed to twentieth-century celebrity culture, 
which incentivised writers to elevate the autobiographical—especially 
personal scandals—to the level of literature. Sean Latham argues for the 
transatlantic nature of the public’s “appetite for scandal and its fascination 
with the lives of the wealthy,” which originated in Mayfair and Manhatten, but 
shifted to the “equally captivating artistic coteries of Paris, London, Berlin, 
and Capri” (11). There are other reasons for the presentation of 
autobiographical material as fiction, which accounts for the modernist 
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resurrection of the roman à clef, and Latham’s analysis of the legal climates of 
twentieth century European and American contexts is particularly elucidatory. 
Simply put, libel suits were commonplace, and writers used the genre as a 
workaround: 
Ironically, just as the laws of obscenity that had constrained 
aesthetic production began to lose their force, libel laws came 
even more powerfully into effect, insisting that the novel hew 
to its presumed autonomy and thus surrender any claim to 
social utility. (74) 
Further, Latham extends this observation not only to modernist realists, but 
also high modernists like James Joyce; he notes that Richard Best “struggled 
for decades against the portrait Joyce had drawn” in the “Scylla and 
Charybdis” episode in Ulysses, a reputation that “eventually overwhelmed his 
otherwise distinguished career as the Director of the National Library of 
Ireland” (73).  
Latham’s exposition on courtroom proceedings is fascinating, 
particularly his argument of how the novel, put on trial, led eventually to the 
1952 Defamation Act in Britain, and the “empowerment of the jury as ideal 
readers and the complete invalidation of authorial intention [which] had far-
reaching consequences for novelists” (80). He thus accounts for how modern 
legalities shaped aesthetics and even criticism: apparently, libel suits solicited 
statements from witnesses who claimed recognition of portraits in fictive texts, 
while also demanding that juries “not only ignore the intentions of an author, 
but to form an interpretation of the text based upon close reading of individual 
passages” and so forth (80). Perception of the text as autonomous—a view 
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commonly attributed solely to the rise of the formalists, the New Critics, and 
the professionalisation of literary criticism—was thus also concurrently 
appropriate for the purposes of a court of law. 
 One other development which perpetrated the aesthetics of scandal is 
the rise of yellow journalism. According to Bob Franklin et al., yellow 
journalism’s advent is marked by Joseph Putlizer’s purchase of the New York 
World from Jay Gould; the paper “focused on sensation and crime, combined 
with [Horace] Greenley’s campaigning journalism and Putlizer’s own 
commitment to aggressive marketing and promotion” (n.pag.). What followed 
was the rise of tabloid culture in the 1920s. The prevalence of tabloid 
aesthetics in journalism accounted in part for the market appeal of roman à 
clef; Pelizzon and West note that papers like the Graphic and the Daily Mirror 
explicitly pursued a tactic which foregrounds their fictionalisation of the news 
via sensationalist tactics. The Daily Mirror, for instance, proclaimed that “Our 
program will be 90 per cent entertainment, 10 per cent information” (Simon 
Bessie 187, qtd. in Pelizzon and West 215). The tabloids reworked news to fit 
pre-existing models of narration which appealed to the public; these models 
include romances, melodrama, detective mysteries, and so forth. For Pelizzon 
and West, “tabloid adherence to preexisting narratives involved a re-
constitution of the ‘ordinary’ into the glamorous and even fantastic” (216).  
 One tactic particular to the tabloids was photographic compositing 
know as “composography.” Composographs were  
composite photos that featured actors (often tabloid staffers) 
who posed before the camera to create a faked scene. Once the 
scene was photographed, the faces of the real participants in 
 70 
that week’s particular drama would be pasted over the bodies 
of the actors […] In the absence of an actual news photograph 
to run alongside (or in the absence of) a news story […] the 
composograph enabled editors to create a photographic image 
that would represent, or “stand in for,” the events described. 
(Douglas Bicket and Lori Packer 371) 
For instance, if the headlining article is on Bill Clinton’s scandal, the 
composographic image would comprise Clinton’s and Monica Lewinsky’s 
heads pasted over a male and female actor, acting out their compromising 
situation in say, a White House office. Bicket and Packer note that 
composography was introduced and prevalent throughout 1920s tabloid 
journalism to the 30s; this represented a “turn to the visual in sensationalism” 
(364).  
Composography is a useful analogical example for the way 
technological advancement (in the form of photographic compositing) 
amplifies existing aesthetics (of fictionalising or sensationalising truths) to 
pander to mass culture (to sell news). Also, it is representative of the 
techniques of the roman à clef; as with the composograph, this genre 
transforms recognisable personalities and events into sensationalised fiction. 
The interplay between scandalous truth and sensationalised fiction seduces 
readers, who are invited to unpack “truth” from fiction. Also, the 
composograph, with its fictionalised depiction of the most private moments of 
celebrity lives based on hearsay, performs a similar function to the roman à 
clef, which satisfies “an ever-growing audience [who] imagined they had 
access to even the most exclusive circles” (Latham 19). 
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While the composograph is often taken to represent the worst of 
tabloid journalism, its textual equivalent was already present in textual 
reportage;  
Editors had long accepted that words, sentences, paragraphs 
and other typographical elements could be cut and pasted and 
still represent “reality.” The adoption of the composograph was 
an attempt to show that the same thing could be done with 
visual elements. (Bicket and Packer 371) 
In fact, George Orwell’s journalistic and literary documentaries of his life as 
an English tramp present interesting moments where the composographic 
becomes evident. Orwell first published his account as a tramp in “The Spike” 
in Adelphi magazine, in 1931. Two years later, the source material for the 
article was reworked as Down and Out in Paris and London. A comparison of 
the two publications discloses Orwell’s liberal treatment of the “truth.” I list 
some differences here quickly: There are some condensations and more 
exposition in the later publication; also, there is the significant addition of one 
episode where a tramp makes “homosexual attempts upon [him…] 
Homosexuality is general among tramps of long standing, he said” (Down and 
Out 156), which is not present in “The Spike.” The earlier article, “The 
Spike,” opted for a decontextualised aesthetic; the location of the one spike 
visited was not given, and the text also composited Orwell’s visits to different 
spikes to create the illusion that he was reporting on only one spike for the 
purposes of economy.   
 The most significant change comes with the description of the baths in 
the spikes. In “The Spike,” the Tramp Major spontaneously identifies Orwell 
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as a “gentleman,” and commented that “that’s bloody bad luck” (246-247); 
Orwell moves on to describe the makeshift bathroom as  
a press of steaming nudity […] Each of us had three minutes in 
which to bathe himself. Six greasy, slippery roller towels had to 
serve for the lot of us. (247) 
Conversely, in Down and Out, Orwell reveals that the episode happened at a 
spike in Lower Binfield. Orwell discloses that he had in fact, put his name and 
trade on the register as a journalist. The Tramp Major, realising that he is a 
gentleman, then  
treated him with unfair favouritism, and even a kind of 
deference. He did not search me, and in the bathroom he 
actually gave me a clean towel to myself—an unheard of 
luxury. So powerful is the word “gentleman” in an old soldier’s 
ear. (209) 
We cannot tell which account is the actual “truth,” or if both are 
embellishments. What we can conclude is that Orwell manipulates and 
composites to create appropriate effects; in “The Spike,” he required a tighter, 
more coherent narrative, and thus the text sacrifices some details; in Down and 
Out, the more sustained narrative could support digressions, and the omitted 
details made their way back into the narrative. (Of course, the new details 
could also have been fictive.) In “The Spike,” the Tramp Major was merely 
sympathetic towards a gentleman; in the later Down and Out, the Tramp 
Major’s sympathy towards Orwell presents a complicated problem for the 
reader: the narrating Orwell appreciates the Major’s kindness and his 
impartiality, yet, the latter’s behaviour exposes a double standard in society 
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which privileges some professions and classes over others. Despite Orwell’s 
similar financial situation with the other tramps, he was given partial treatment 
because the Tramp Major saw “the gentleman” as a class naturally superior to 
others. Orwell thus reveals how social inequalities in England is in part, 
predicated on class system, even in the spikes. Such inequalities are of course 
responsible for the very scenes of abject poverty which Orwell describes in the 
spikes. My study of Orwell’s two publications thus reveals their 
comoposographic nature, and demonstrates the prevalence of composographic 
reporting in a genre that demands the truth—a gross flouting of journalistic 
standards for a work that is marketed as non-fiction. Yet, I also excuse (to 
some degree) the efficacy of composographic techniques in writing because 
they can potentially sharpen a text’s rhetorical edge and aesthetic 
cohesiveness. 
Orwell’s techniques remind us that the high-low divide between mass 
and high culture sometimes obscure the similar tactics they employ. It also 
suggests that these tactics can be used for generative purposes. As Bicket and 
Packer put it, “contemporary elite criticism of the Jazz Age press [and low-
brow culture in general] evince[s] class snobbery attached to a logocentric bias 
and simple technological determinism” (362). The high-low formulations of 
culture also privilege textual representation over the visual. Here, my concerns 
converge with Frus’s own study; her historicisation of journalism and 
literature in the early twentieth century reveals that the categories of “fiction” 
and “non-fiction” do not naturally apply to “literature” and “journalism” 
respectively, as many may assume today; rather, she discusses how star 
reporters such as Hemingway and Stephen Crane often published pieces in 
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newspapers and literary journals which blur those dichotomies with colour 
reporting. She points out that such pieces are better described as “features” or 
“sketches” (see Frus 54-55), or an artist’s impression of the reported events—
hence they are neither clearly “objective fact” or “literary fiction.” Others 
have shown how Hemingway deploys similar literary techniques in both 
genres of journalism and literature. For instance, Elizabeth Dewberry observes 
that many of his “non-fictive” pieces were later republished as “fiction” (32), 
and notes that he often reuses material and techniques which cut across any 
rigid definitions of these genres. She concludes that he “tends to draw on the 
relationship between journalism and fiction to raise questions about the 
natures of the realities both kinds of texts create” (34).  
My intervention here adds the simple point that interest in tabloid 
styles can also sensationalise the “truth” in genres which are generally 
cognised as non-fictive writing. In the following section, I also link tabloid 
culture to how authors construct implied readers to simulate a readerly 
community I describe as a “gentlemen’s club.” I then move on to how 
representative readers negotiate with and respond to this mode of address. I 
propose that the stylistics of these implied readers borrow from forms which 
exploit public fascination with genres of scandal and character 
assassinations—mainstays in modernist celebrity culture. In particular, I bring 
up a moment in Hemingway’s Death where he also deploys composographic 
imagery to deride Virginia Woolf. Such styles produce iterations of a 
triangular relationship between interactants across different con/texts: 
homosociality between two men in the absence of woman. These 
triangulations are representative of power structures in heteropatriarchal print 
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culture which limits feminine participation. In some cases, this triangulation 
also plays on gendered idealisations of artistic production and consumption, 
idealisations which champion a masculine artist of integrity while denouncing 
feminised reading publics. 
 
4.2 A Simulated Gentleman’s Club 
This section begins with two key assumptions: first, print culture is, to my 
mind, one obvious and tractable dimension of a space where individuals and 
publics discuss socio-political issues—a part of the public sphere, if you like. 
Second, these discussions, mediated by the print industry, must be situated 
within the forces of print capitalism in analysis. Therefore, the forms which 
such discussions take on and their reach are contingent on public appetites, 
institutional constraints, and also the contributions of leading figures who 
negotiate with these demands. While Benedict Anderson’s seminal conception 
of print capitalism prioritises the national market, scholars have since 
scrutinised the transnational flows which circulate texts and ideas within and 
beyond the confines of the nation. Strychacz in particular quotes Henry James 
to argue for a conception of print capitalism as flows between “individual 
publics positively more sifted and evolved than anywhere else, shoals of fish 
rising to more delicate bait” (James qtd. in Strychacz, Mass Culture 21). These 
publics or even interpretive communities can be divided for any number of 
reasons—identity politics, party affiliations, class, and so forth. Scholars 
spanning fields such as media studies and reader response theory have since 
suggested various frameworks for charting the connections between 
interactants, which comprise writers, the institutions which process their work, 
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retailers, different publics and readers, and others in this complex chain of 
communication.  
In the interest of brevity, I focus on one aspect of this communication: 
the “implied reader,” a term coined by Wolfgang Iser. The implied reader is 
the “reader’s presence” within the text, or a role created by the text’s address, 
which does not predetermine the “character” or the “historical situation” of 
actual readers (Iser, Act of Reading 34). This term “incorporates both the 
prestructuring of the potential meaning by the text, and the reader’s 
actualization of this through the reading process” (Iser, Implied Reader xii). 
When we speak of any “actualisation” of a text’s meaning, we have to 
consider how readers have the agency to negotiate with the prestructured 
potential meaning—readers may for instance comply with or resist those 
meanings. Brian Richardson’s extensive work on reader response theory 
generally argues for a “dialogical approach” (35); by “dialogical,” he means 
that we have to take into account how “Divergent audiences are regularly 
addressed in a literary work, and [how] in many cases the disparate groups fail 
to mesh” (38). Thus, my analysis of Hemingway’s implied reader has to evade 
a binary sketch of a “feminist” audience against some dominant 
“heteropatriarchal” public; rather, I need to acknowledge how an implied 
reader can pull various reading publics in different directions.  
Modernists such as Woolf possess an understanding of reading publics 
which jives with Richardson’s notion of “divergent publics,” and my earlier 
analysis of Hemingway’s genre-blending Death also reveals his awareness of 
these segregations in reading culture. To elaborate, Woolf stresses the 
importance of writing with an implied reader in mind, because “the book is 
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always written for somebody to read” (“Crocus” 117). For her, this task is 
complicated by the fragmentary nature of reading publics in the early 
twentieth century, as compared to previous centuries: “the present supply of 
patrons is of unexampled and bewildering variety” (117). While the author is 
subject to the sovereignty of the market and its reading publics, she retains 
authorial agency in picking out the direction and style of this engagement: 
“the patron is not merely the paymaster, but also in a very subtle and insidious 
way the instigator and inspirer of what is written[;] it is of the utmost 
importance that he should be a desirable man” (117). She insists it is “futile to 
say, ‘Dismiss them all; think only of your crocus,’ because writing is a method 
of communication; and the crocus is an imperfect crocus until it has been 
shared” (117). For Woolf then, the modern writer should strike a middle path 
between the “journalistic”—which provides a wide readership with something 
“bright and brisk and amusing to look at” (117)—and the esoteric and abstract. 
She uses the metaphor of the crocus to describe the nightly fading of 
journalistic writing, pointing to its ephemerality, and the ideal state where the 
relationship between patron and writer “preserve[s] our flowers from decay” 
(118). Once again, we have a modernist juxtaposition of timely, transient 
journalism against timeless art; yet, Woolf’s essay also evidences a modernist 
desire to engage with facets of mass reading culture.  
For Cuddy-Keane, Woolf’s relation to the fragmented publics is a 
conscious effort to reposition the literary writer in mass culture: “Modelling 
discourse is, for Woolf, intervention in the public sphere” (238);  
Woolf’s writings urge us to embrace: that literary thinking is of 
public value, and that the task of the writer, writing as an artist, 
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is to incorporate the dynamics and the values of literary 
language into the discourse of the public sphere.” (246).  
Cuddy-Keane looks at an episode in Woolf’s public engagement to argue for 
this thesis. In 1920, Woolf engaged in “protracted and heated exchanges in the 
pages of intellectual periodicals, both times to challenge stereotypical 
defamations of women—the first, with H.W. Massingham (writing as 
Wayfarer), in the pages of the Nation, the second with Desmond MacCarthy 
(writing as Affable Hawk) in the New Statesman” (Cuddy-Keane 237). 
Massingham was commenting on the 1920 Plumage Bill, and attributed its 
failure to the vanity and apathy of female consumers: 
What does one expect? [The birds] have to be shot in 
parenthood for child-bearing women to flaunt the symbols of it, 
and, as Mr Hudson says, one bird shot for its plumage means 
ten other deadly wounds and the starvation of the young. But 
what do women care? Look at Regent Street this morning! 
(Massingham, qtd. in Woolf 27). 
Woolf retorts: “Can it be that it is a graver sin to be unjust to women than to 
torture birds?” (29). More cuttingly, she criticises the patriarchal nature of the 
press, which, by its fixation on women’s fashions and bodies, is also 
responsible for propagating unsustainable fashion trends (see 28). She thus 
suggests that the press colludes with patriarchal society, which polices 
women’s dress and behaviour; more than that, both scapegoat the very bodies 
which they police and fetishise, and women are thus caught in a double-bind.  
 It is not sufficient to speak generally of a patriarchal society or press; 
to illustrate this, I first offer one moment in Hemingway’s career which 
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concisely, if rather simplistically, demonstrates both his complicity with 
heteropatriarchal print capitalism, and also how he participates in celebrity 
culture; the two are of course interrelated. In 1924, Hemingway published the 
poem “The Lady Poets With Foot Notes” in the German magazine Der 
Querschnitt. The poem takes the form of six riddles which caricature six 
female poets, and it makes mention of their nymphomania, their widowed 
status, their infertility, their weight issues, and eating disorders: 
One lady poet was a nymphomaniac and wrote for Vanity Fair. 
One lady poet’s husband was killed in the war. 
One lady poet wanted her lover, but was afraid of having a 
baby. When she finally got married, she found she 
couldn’t have a baby. 
One lady poet slept with Bill Reedy got fatter and fatter and 
made half a million dollars writing bum plays. 
One lady poet never had enough to eat. 
One lady poet was big and fat and no fool. (1924) 
The riddles are accompanied by extensive footnoting which parodies Eliot’s 
style in The Wasteland. This trite piece is representative of the “nasty 
campaigns of literary assassinations” (Sean Latham 73) endemic to the period, 
which is a symptom of the masses’ fascination with literary celebrity culture. 
This aspect of literary modernism informs Hemingway’s poem, a poem which 
also reveals a misogynistic dimension to celebrity culture. Further, 
Hemingway’s Eliotian parody associates Eliot with these female poets, and 
emasculates his rival by proxy. The poem thus prestructures an implied reader 
who enjoys speculating on the private, bodily affairs of famous female poets, 
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who also happens to agree with Hemingway’s disdain of Eliot’s obfuscatory 
and scholarly style.  
Now, a journalistic review of Hemingway’s poem allows us to look at 
how “Lady Poets” is actually received by one representative reader. Eugene 
Jolas reviewed it in “Open Letter to Ernest Hemingway” (see Hugh Ford), and 
published the piece in transition—a literary magazine produced on the Left 
Bank of Paris. The article adopts an intimate style which blends literary 
review with op-ed. Jolas begins by giving praise to Hemingway’s previously 
published prose fiction, particularly “My Old Man,” with superlatives such as 
“you were destined to create a new literature on the American continent” 
(Ford 99). However, Jolas moves on to his damning views on two poems, one 
of which was “Lady Poets”: “[we] noticed your two poems … We ain’t able to 
follow you there … We simply give up … We believe you’re on the wrong 
track […] Please give us another ‘My Old Man’ and let go at that” (100).  
Jolas’s article repeats the rampant character assassinations that happen 
within the literary communities on the Left Bank: he slights Hemingway, just 
as Hemingway slights six lady poets and Eliot. Yet, we cannot take Jolas’s 
comments as outright insults; for instance, insults can counter-intuitively 
indicate intimacy and belonging in a homosocial context. First, note how 
Jolas’s tone here switches between exasperation and exhortation. Second, he 
references a setting where literary contemporaries discuss Hemingway’s 
poetry at the home of the American poet, Dave O’Neil. This achieves the 
effect of an implied reader who eavesdrops on a private conversation between 
Jolas and his (American) contemporaries. In the act of reading, we experience 
Jolas’s comments as a passive participant at the literary gossip table. Further, 
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the casual, personal style of the article is a play on epistolary genres, 
reminiscent of Hemingway’s own journalistic work, of which I have given a 
sample in preceding chapters. Jolas’s review is replete with inside jokes; take, 
for instance, the line “we felt an aura of masculine strength about you that we 
like to connect with our dreams of America” (99). Here, the sincere praises of 
“My Old Man” which came before is punctured now by hyperbolic 
admiration, almost to the point of homoeroticism. Jolas thus references 
Hemingway’s reputation as the virile all-American man, attractive even to 
other men, while also parodying this very public image. There is an invocation 
of the homoerotic as taboo here, with the perlocutionary function of eliciting a 
reciprocal jibe from Hemingway that expresses solidarity through insults. This 
epistolary style positions the implied reader as an interceptor who peeks at 
private correspondence between two men, thus creating yet another level of 
voyeurism. The implied reader thus prestructures a fraternal “initiation” of 
actual reading publics into the exclusive, simulated gentlemen’s club of Left 
Bank literati.  
This “dialogue” between Jolas and Hemingway is predicated on 
homosocial bonding which pivots on the fulcrum of misogyny, along with 
some Eliot bashing. Throughout the chain of communication, the six feminine 
presences (and one effeminate presence) lie at the end of a long pecking order, 
and form the foundation of a joke between men; at no point did Jolas condemn 
Hemingway’s problematic gender portrayals. As Jane Gallop puts it, “So the 
sexual joke which originates in a mythical scene between a man and a woman, 
never takes place except between two men” (49). 
 82 
I took Gallop’s quote from an essay which identifies one such 
triangulation in Freud’s work, and her succinct line is one source of inspiration 
for my research on homosocial triangulations. The trope was however 
invented by Eve Sedgewick in her study of masculinities in nineteenth century 
texts. This triangular trope recurs with my reading of Death in the Afternoon. 
Glass identifies a moment where Hemingway refers to Woolf elliptically as a 
female calf. He describes how bullfights typically use bulls completely 
unfamiliar to the ring, because they learn  
so rapidly [even] in the ring that if the bullfight drags […] he 
becomes almost unkillable by the means prescribed in the rules 
of the spectacle. It is for this reason that bullfighters always 
practice and train with female calves which, after a few 
sessions, become so educated […] that they can talk in Greek 
and Latin. (Death 107) 
Glass notes that Woolf was known for being proficient in Greek and Latin, 
and reasons that Hemingway undoubtedly crafted the slight as a punch line to 
his tauromachial trivia. In fact, the page preceding this jibe mentions Woolf 
explicitly, in preparation for the punch line:  
The females that are used in amateur fights almost invariably 
make for the man rather than the cape […] not because of any 
innate superior intelligence in the female, as Virginia Woolf 
might suppose … (106) 
This moment, when juxtaposed alongside Hemingway’s poem and Woolf’s 
essay, have tropic qualities. In Death, Hemingway laughs with the implied 
male reader (an aficionado like himself, perhaps, who is interested in the 
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technicalities of bullfighting) at Woolf. In “Female Poets,” he laughs with the 
implied male reader at five female poets, Eliot, and Woolf. Cuddy-Keane’s 
study of Woolf’s correspondence in the papers provides a counter trope; 
Woolf strikes back at two men laughing at women. If Woolf shows us that the 
writer can function as mediator and model in the mass media, Hemingway’s 
misogynistic address of reading publics also suggests also that scholars must 
be wary of always assuming the best of canonic writers. The jibes in 
Hemingway’s bullfighting treatise, the poem, and his connections to Woolf, is 
yet again representative of the character assassinations and verbal sparring that 
reveal modernism’s exploitation of celebrity culture. Hemingway’s use of 
misogynistic humour here thus draws on tabloid tactics, while also conforming 
to clichéd metaphors which denigrate women as beasts, while playing on the 
popular stereotype that women are loquacious, and intelligent women, more 
so. Feminine loquaciousness of course forms a fitting supplement to his own 
celebrated masculine narrators, who are taciturn and strong.  
 
4.3 Complicating the Homosocial Triangle: Resistances 
This trope travels too, into Hemingway’s and Miller’s fiction, but with a 
difference: homosociality and masculinity becomes problematised in more 
complex formulations. First, consider the well-known scene in The Sun Also 
Rises, where Jake Barnes and Bill Gorton retreat to the hills of Pamplona for 
some male-bonding and pastoral rejuvenation, away from the titillating but 
emasculating space of European cities. Hemingway goes into great detail 
describing a scene at breakfast in a quaint, overpriced hotel which lacks the 
sophistication of metropolitan hospitality. A Spanish waitress serves them 
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“coffee and buttered toast. Or, rather, it was bread toasted and buttered” (119). 
Here, Jake is disparaging the impoverished nature of the breakfast. “Buttered 
toast” for Anglo-American expatriates possibly connotes toast being served 
with a wide variety of spreads and sides; however, in this Spanish hotel, 
breakfast is literally just toast that has been pre-buttered. Jake thus puns on 
“buttered toast” to criticise the hotel’s dismal understanding of hospitality and 
urban customs. The pun itself also embodies the hotel’s inhospitality in a non-
English speaking waitress, one who takes the phrase “buttered toast” all too 
literally. By extension, Jake and Bill are situated within the privileged position 
of a superior, urban, English-speaking and culturally-aware metropolitan class. 
  What follows are Jake and Bill’s various puns on “jam” to riff on the 
lack of spreads at breakfast. These puns includes references to then-minister 
Primo de Rivera and his involvement in the ongoing Rif War: “I could ask her 
what kind of a jam they think they’ve gotten into in the Riff” (119). Here, 
Hemingway’s riffs on “buttered toast” recalls his sardonic comments on 
imitation liquor in Dispatch 15, and represents yet another moment where he 
mimics lifestyle journalism’s modes of address. And here, once again, the joke 
is made between two men at the expense of a silent, absent woman. Along 
with the fishing trip, the entire sojourn into the country is meant to be a 
revitalisation of lost masculinity. In the absence of urban women and the 
emasculating city, two men bond and reclaim some semblance of lost 
masculinity. 
Serendipitously, this episode also comments explicitly on the 
increasingly emasculating role of the professional expatriate journalist. Yet, 
this coincidence is perhaps not at all surprising given the way I have tried to 
 85 
argue for how the heroic, masculine journalist is a cornerstone of 
Hemingway’s hypermasculine public image. Right after this riffing on the Rif, 
Bill goes into a discussion of the news industry while ridiculing what he feels 
to be Jake’s non-committal participation in the comic exchange made on 
buttered toast, jam, and Spanish politics: 
And you claim you want to be a writer, too. You’re only a 
newspaper man. An expatriated newspaper man. You ought to 
be ironical the minute you get out of bed. You ought to wake 
up with your mouth full of pity. […] 
You’re an expatriate. One of the worst type … Fake 
European Standards have ruined you. You drink yourself to 
death. You become obsessed by sex. You spend all your time 
talking, not working. You are an expatriate, see? You hang 
around cafés. (120) 
These comments appear to be well-rehearsed jokes between Bill and Jake, and 
they also recur in various correspondences within the American literary 
encampment on the Left Bank of Paris, particularly in the little magazines. 
Here, Bill reduces journalism to a writer’s ability to be ironic, particularly 
with jokes directed at women.  
Hemingway seems to suggest that the bohemian, writerly pose is far 
too reliant on trite, misogynistic irony, and that this is part of the emasculating 
truth of being an expatriate writer, deep in the debauchery in the Left Bank of 
Paris. On that theme, it is significant that Bill finally stops his bantering with 
“that crack about being impotent” (120), which is of course, precisely what 
leads to the great tragic romance in Sun between Jake and Brett. Jake’s 
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impotency is at the heart of the wobbly love pentagon between Jake, Brett, and 
her various suitors. Here, Bill and Jakes’ bonding in the absence of the 
Spanish waitress is an attempt to restore masculine vitality in the removes of 
the pastoral mountains. However, their conversation returns them to the 
tragically inconsummate relationship that Jake has with Brett Ashley. 
Therefore, reclaiming masculinity in the rural setting is only a momentary 
respite from the emasculating nature of cosmopolitan living—the irresolvable 
problem at the core of Sun Also Rises is the impotency of expatriate living, 
which fails to restore virility stripped by feminised reading publics. This 
thematic is addressed directly at masculine publics, but not in a simplistically 
misogynistic way as with “Lady Poets”; rather, as Strychacz puts it, 
“Hemingway was at least more self-consciously reflective about masculine 
self-dramatization than allowed by most of his readers” (Theaters of 
Masculinity 260), and Hemingway’s masculine pose is part of a theatricality 
that “overthrows the possibility of establishing a self-possessed masculinity” 
(261). In fact, Hemingway’s emasculating portrait of expatriate journalism is 
illustrative of how he and his contemporaries were anxious to “impart to the 
study of literature and culture an aura of virility that seemed to them in 
question” (Strychacz, Dangerous Masculinities 74).  
It is perhaps no surprise that the female editor of the Tribune, Fanny 
Butcher (a rather unfortunate name, given the context), gave a mixed review 
of Hemingway’s landmark novel. She praises the “remarkably restrained style 
[and the] amusing and clever modern technique, a sketching in with 
conversation and few modelings of description and none of rumination” (Ford 
262). However, she condemns the  
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wasting of a genuine gift on something that is exactly what you 
would expect [from] a mediocre young man from Oak Park, Ill. 
… Every young man from every Oak Park in the United States 
probably gets just such an angle on the group of rotters that are 
to be found in any city any place, and he always writes about 
them … [Hemingway the distinguished writer] is even in this 
book, but it is a distinction hidden under a bushel of 
sensationalism and triviality. (263) 
Here, she lambasts his exclusive focus on privileged, male youth, and she 
takes issue with the tabloid-inspired nature of the scandalous subject matter, 
and its voyeuristic, confessional tenor. Further, Butcher’s review displays her 
own readerly negotiation with Sun’s implied reader. She identifies how its 
aesthetics and thematic concerns are structured with a predominantly 
masculine reader in mind. Her criticism then, is that Hemingway’s material 
focuses on the shared experiences of American male youths, and she attributes 
his stale material to his upbringing in the heartlands of America. Her review 
evinces a feminist and elitist challenge of sorts to Hemingway’s frat boy 
literature, and criticises its aesthetics and thematic concerns for being overly 
concerned with a broad-based masculinised audience.  
Within the text of Miller’s Tropic of Cancer, there is yet another 
evocative replication of the homosocial triangle. I argue that this episode also 
allegorises the modern writer’s complicities with print capitalism, but in a 
fashion more nuanced than Hemingway’s treatment in Sun. Here, the narrating 
Miller helps his friend and colleague Carl with the seduction of a rich, older 
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woman, Irene, through romantic letters. One such letter spans almost forty 
pages, with a rather telling description by the narrating Miller: 
It was a potpourri, the last letter—tag ends of old novels, slices 
from the Sunday supplement, reconstructed versions of old 
letters to [ex-lovers] Llona and Tania, garbled transliterations 
of Rabelais and Petronius. (107) 
Irene’s letters, on the other hand, are “much better than ours—they’re sincere, 
that’s plain” (108). After a telephone call from Irene where Miller becomes 
enraptured by the beauty of her voice, he laments that he would “like to say 
one true thing to her, no matter how silly it would sound” (109).  
 Both writers are newsmen, and description of their letter as one which 
excerpts “slices from the Sunday supplement” suggest that the letter itself is a 
symbol for journalism—a montage of different quotes and styles drawn from 
sources high and low, structured to create a sense of romance and intelligence, 
and put into the service of seducing what Sanderson and Strychacz might call 
the “feminised reading publics” of the earlier twentieth century. Irene 
embodies these readers, but her sincerity and beautiful voice stands in stark 
contrast to the inauthentic composition created by the newsmen. This entire 
episode can be read as an embedded metaphor which allegorises journalism 
and misogynistic print capitalism. Pleasure of the reader here depends on the 
conversations and collusion between the narrating Miller and Van Norden, a 
pleasure which pivots on the fulcrum of the absent Irene. Miller’s letter then is 
a symbol of the ills of journalism and its inauthentic nature, and Irene’s voice 
becomes a call for him to say a one true thing, a call perhaps for the “literary.” 
The middle-aged, wealthy lady—seduced by his rag-tag journalism with its 
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posture of sophistication—becomes emblematic of the problematic 
relationship between the feminised reading public and the masculine press.   
This episode with Irene passes through yet another cycle of vicious 
dissemination; later, we are told that Carl meets up with Irene for a tryst in a 
hotel. Miller and another colleague, Van Norden, wonder what actually 
happened. Carl is coy with details of the rendezvous, and in fact, tells each of 
his colleagues a different account of the events; we as readers cannot be sure 
which of the accounts are true, or if both are false. Carl’s version to Miller 
describes his impotency and his failure to have intercourse with Irene, while 
expressing that the lady is too old and sophisticated for him. He declares that 
Miller would be able to appreciate Irene’s genteel and romantic personality far 
more than he did. Carl’s version to Van Norden, however, is full of titillating, 
vulgar imagery of sordid intercourse. We have a sense that Carl is editing the 
story for different audiences—Miller the hopeless romantic would prefer a tale 
of impotency and impossible love, whereas Van Norden the satyromaniac 
would enjoy an explicit account of the tryst. This episode between Carl and 
Irene can thus be read as an allegory of journalism and its degradation of 
woman, and the widespread commodification of women’s bodies as spectacle. 
It allegorises how journalism puts the objectification of women’s bodies to 
work, with Carl’s customised addresses of divergent publics, which deals 
separately with the diverging temperaments of the romantic Miller and the 
perverse Van Norden. Unlike Hemingway’s texts, Miller’s text reveals more 
sympathies with feminist issues, and its tropic metaphors imply a criticism of 
not only the tabloids, but also the publics’ obsession with gossip and scandal 
particularly as they pertain to women’s bodies. The text, as a roman à clef, 
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thus details the antics of expatriate men in Paris during the early 1930s, while 
also metapragmatically criticising their disseminative practices. 
 
4.4 Resisting Other Complicities 
While gender issues remain one of Hemingway’s well-noted blind spots, he 
attends to other ethical issues elsewhere. In this section, I examine his 
resistances of his complicity with journalism. For this purpose, it is useful to 
examine an earlier journalistic writer as a precursor to Hemingway’s own 
concerns. One wieldy example would be Daniel Defoe’s The Storm (1703), 
usually considered to be one of the earliest pieces of proto-journalism. 
According to Jenny Mckay, it was “the first recognizable piece of modern 
journalistic reporting and book-length” (20) because it was a pioneering 
example of what McKay calls the “journalistic human interest story” (21). She 
identifies echoes of modern journalism from Defoe’s work, both “literary” and 
“journalistic” (if indeed these categories still stand under scrutiny). She notes 
that the use of dialogue, testimonies, and homodiegetic narration adds to the 
piece’s credibility and veracity. The narrating Defoe provides some form of 
ethical guidance: 
In The Storm we encounter Defoe in an early demonstration of 
the role of the eyewitness reporter during and immediately after 
a disaster, out and about in the streets, dodging danger (in this 
case flying roof tiles) as he talked to people. He asked, he 
observed, he counted, he made projections from the statistics, 
and he apportioned blame […] adding up the cost, translating 
and human and physical disaster into money terms as a way of 
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conveying to readers the impact of what has happened. (McKay 
25)  
Further, the text functions as “a record of cowardice, selfishness and 
inhumanity […] celebrat[ion of] heroism, self-sacrifice and generosity” 
(McKay 22). Defoe’s narration thus provides characters that serve as models 
to emulate or to repudiate, while his persona also exemplifies the journalist’s 
inquisitive courage in the aftermath of disaster. Defoe also understood the 
important of the reliability of testimonies and the credibility of reportage. He 
writes in the preface: 
If a Book Printed obtrudes a Falshood, if a Man tells a Lye in 
Print, he abuses Mankind, and imposes on the whole World, he 
causes our Children to tell Lyes after us, and their Children 
after them, to the End of the World. (3) 
The Storm provides a useful contrast to one of Hemingway’s most well 
known journalistic pieces, “Japanese Earthquake,” especially because both 
belong to the genre of disaster journalism. By the time Hemingway produced 
disaster reporting, the axis of ethical concerns has shifted. In Hemingway’s 
reportage of the Great Kanto earthquake of 1923, titled “Japanese 
Earthquake,” he was tasked to interview a Japanese household, comprising 
mother and daughter. The narrating Hemingway notes the intrusive nature of 
his demands as a journalist, and its effects on the witnesses: “Now the reporter 
saw why she didn’t want to be interviewed and why no one had any right to 
interview her and stir it all up afresh. Her hands were very quietly nervous” 
(By-Line 88). The article concludes with the pair of reporters (both 
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Hemingway and his colleague) wondering who is going to take on the 
insurmountable task of writing the story in an ethical manner: 
  The reporter took a look at the Japanese kimono as the door  
was shut. 
“Who’s going to write the story. You or me?” asked the 
girl reporter. 
“I don’t know,” said the reporter. (90) 
Hemingway thus dramatises a journalistic conundrum—a metapragmatic 
moment in a piece of disaster journalism. He seems concerned with the ethics 
of journalistic representation, given that journalists often occupy a relatively 
safe space, and their work exploits by collecting, sensationalising, and selling 
testimonies. Further, he criticises these journalistic practices, suggesting that 
they encroach on and make demands of witnesses’ privacy and trauma. This 
piece thus dramatises journalists’ complicity with exploitative mass culture 
which seeks to turn disaster into spectacle. 
For Hemingway then, mass journalism, its form, and its generic 
constraints do not seem to offer satisfactory solutions to this ethical 
conundrum. Orwell’s method in Down and Out addresses some of the 
concerns raised in Hemingway’s reportage. The text is typically read and 
promoted as autobiographical non-fiction, and the narration casts the narrating 
Orwell as a helpless character in a series of mishaps which land him in 
poverty. Orwell details his hardship while working as a plongeur (a 
dishwasher) in French restaurants, and also his experiences as a tramp while 
living in various spikes in England. The latter account was explicitly directed 
at criticising the ridiculous nature of the Vagrancy Act in England, which 
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forbids the homeless from sleeping on the streets. If Hemingway was writing 
about refugees from the outside, Orwell was writing about the working class in 
Paris and London from the inside. In this light, Orwell’s work might even be 
classified as ethnographic documentary, given that he can claim to have 
experienced the “lived realities” of vagrancy and poverty. The ethnographic 
nature of his work dovetails nicely with modernists who valorise “strenuous 
experience” in artistic creation.  
However, Orwell in fact “voluntarily lived among tramps for some 
time” (xv) to investigate working-class conditions, saying that he had “read 
the unemployment figures but had no idea what they implied” (xv). Kerrane 
and Yagoda also note that while his poverty in France “had been 
involuntary[,] in England it was a role, a disguise that enabled him to update a 
favorite book: Jack London’s The People of the Abyss” (245). There is thus an 
element of “slum tourism” at work here. His publication of his experiences 
may help propagate the social issues he stood for, but his problematic methods 
reveal none of the sensitivity which Hemingway expresses in “Japanese 
Earthquake.” I thus caution against any straightforward understanding of 
Orwell’s Down and Out as an exemplary form of the documentary.  
Elsewhere, Hemingway angles his journalistic reports such that they 
contain implicit criticisms of his profession, and the recurring motif of 
parasites link Hemingway’s concerns with related ones in Miller’s Cancer. In 
Hemingway’s context, “Refugees from Thrace” perhaps best encapsulates the 
notion of journalism as a part of a larger parasitical network. The article is part 
of his correspondence from Constantinople during the Greco-Turkish war, and 
the series is often hailed as a journalistic tour de force. In the piece, 
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Hemingway reports on the terrible evacuation of the Christian refugees past 
the Mudania Conference. They were pouring into Western Thrace and 
Macedonia from Eastern Thrace (see Kenneth Lynn 182). He reports the 
plodding horror of the procession, and the arbitrary abuse a Turkish farmer 
faces from two Greek soldiers. This experience is framed, once again, with a 
“behind-the-scenes” look at the reporter’s own experience of the event, in 
service of metapragmatic criticism of the journalistic industry. Hemingway 
tells us that he was living in squalid conditions at a motel while he was 
afflicted with malaria. Hemingway first expresses his reluctance at repeating 
the details of the wretched evacuation. He tells readers that he has already sent 
a version of the report in a cable to The Star, and says that “It does no good to 
go over it again” (By-Line 56) by rewriting it into this current article which we 
are reading. The narrating Hemingway thus tacitly expresses his own dismay 
at having to relive the experience of witnessing human suffering and horror, 
while also suggesting his self-loathing at being complicit with journalistic 
exploitation of the refugees, which repeats commercialised representations of 
their suffering. 
The narrating Hemingway contrasts his sombre attitude with those of 
his acquaintances at the hotel, who comprise two moving picture operators 
that are making a documentary about the war. They remark callously that they 
“Got some swell shots of a burning village today … Good show—a burning 
village. Like kickin’ over an ant hill” (57). The documentarists go on to 
bemoan the horror of the sight, then celebrate the brutality of the fire which 
makes for sensational footage, and then fall asleep in a couple of minutes. 
Unlike them, the narrating Hemingway is fevered, and so profoundly affected 
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by the horrors of the road that he feels loathe to repeat the experience through 
cable and then again in writing.  
Hemingway thus establishes an inverse relation between two types of 
journalists: those who are cynical and mercenary, and those who are paralysed 
because they empathise. His portrayal of the mercenary moving-picture men is 
followed by a provocative image: their film box is “crawling with lice” (By-
Line 57), lice which also fill the sleeping cots and the walls of the hotel room. 
The lice function as a symbol, one which alerts the reader to the self-eating 
chains of parasitism within this short piece. The journalists feed off the 
refugees’ plight, while the rest of the world awaits their sensational shots of 
burning villages. In turn, the journalists’ mobilities (as opposed to the 
refugees’ exilic status) are guaranteed by the publics’ fascination with their 
exploitative work.   
Further, Hemingway alludes to yet another instance of parasitism. He 
gives details of how the journalists have come to stay at such wanting 
accommodations; it is the only hotel around, and the mercenary landlady, 
Madame Marie, justifies her exorbitant rates (despite the deplorable state of 
the rooms) with a brutal refrain: “I have the only hotel here. It is better than 
the street?” (60); “It is better than sleeping in the road?” (57). If the journalists 
represent a print capitalistic exploitation of human suffering, the landlady 
represents the industries which sprout up to support and leech off print 
capitalism. Think for instance of modern slum tourism, or the phenomenon of 
“voluntourism”; in Hemingway’s article, we have an early prefiguration of the 
ethical concerns that would interrogate these capitalistic practices.  
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Also, the petty, vocal complaints of the expatriate journalists about 
their hotel room are set against the deathly quiet procession of refugees. This 
presents yet another set of inverted relationships: the former are transnational 
professionals who have access to international travel, while retaining the 
protective aegis of their citizenship; conversely, the latter exemplify diaspora 
and exile. Part of the horror lies in Hemingway’s realisation of his own 
complicity with two forces: the parasitical nature of journalism, and also the 
flows of transnational capital which enable his own mobility even as they 
disenfranchise the refugees. The refugees and the journalists occupy the same 
geographic space; however, the former are not afforded citizenship, refuge, 
nor any notions of belonging, whereas the latter have access to international 
networks of funding and travel. Their privilege is brought into sharp relief 
when we consider the picturemen’s complaints about the accommodation, 
particularly in the face of refugees without shelter and citizenship. 
Hemingway’s article is thus also a meditation on the paradoxes of modern 
configurations of belonging and travelling.  
The same ambivalence towards journalistic reportage is expressed in 
“The Second Tanganyika Letter,” where Hemingway attempts to describe the 
heroism and tragedy of big game hunting. He describes his own hunt: he aims 
for a shoulder shot, but misaims and ends up hitting the lion in the head 
instead. The same trope of parasitism is at play; Hemingway’s journalistic 
persona observes that  
There is blood coming from the thick hair of his mane where 
the camel flies are crawling. You regret the camel flies … He is 
a fine hide and all that but he was a damned wonderful-looking 
 97 
animal when he was alive—it was a shame he should always 
have had the camel flies, you think. (168) 
The flies here seem to be referring to two things which have tainted 
Hemingway’s experience of the hunt. The first is the fact that he has 
“squeezed off from [the lion’s] shoulder” (168) but has hit the neck instead, 
resulting in a perfect shot that was in fact a misfire—a stroke of luck. 
However, he remains quiet about his successful misfire when his entourage 
congratulated him. He caught in a double bind of sorts: on the one hand, if he 
admits to his misfiring, it tarnishes the noble death of the lion at the hands of a 
seemingly worthy adversary. On the other, his silence on the subject taxes his 
conscience and damages the integrity of the hunt.  
The camel flies also work as a symbol of the entourage. For 
Hemingway, the perfection of the hunt lies in the one-on-one struggle between 
man and beast—“The only way the danger can be removed or mitigated is by 
your ability to shoot, and that is as it should be” (169)—yet, like the camel 
flies, the spectators are feeding off the heroism of the hunt and the lion’s 
tragedy. Their presence tarnishes the purity of the experience by 
commodifying it. Hemingway’s representation of the event, as addressed to 
his readers in print, represents yet another taint—as readers, we resemble yet 
another circle of the parasitical entourage. In other words, the necessity and 
desire to communicate the nobility of big game hunting is an irreducible part 
of the tragedy. The urge to relate the horror or beauty of his experiences and 
the necessity of this relation (because it funds him, because it is a profession, 
and because people need to know) enmeshes its purity in a network of all-
corrupting transactionality.  
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These moments in Hemingway’s journalism thus evidences his own 
ambivalence towards print capitalism and its perversions, particularly the 
ethics of textual representation and its dissemination in a culture of 
sensationalism and exploitation. Yet, Hemingway too, colludes with these 
cultures through his aesthetics of masculine glamour, which characterise his 





















CHAPTER 5: GLAMOROUS (PRE)OCCUPATIONS 
5.1 Masculine Glamour 
A subsection of modernist celebrity studies use “glamour” as a conceptual 
tool, with the goal of connecting literary scholarship to cultural studies. They 
often track developments in practices of cultural production and consumption 
as a way to contextualise literary works and popular art forms. Glamour 
studies often characterise “glamour” as a particularly feminine aesthetic. 
Stephen Gundle and Clino T. Castelli for instance, focus on four figures: the 
high society woman, the courtesan, the actress, and the showgirl (44). Judith 
Brown’s work similarly lists Greta Garbo, Marlene Dietrich, and Josephine 
Baker as glamorous celebrities among other female Hollywood Stars, while 
also referencing the feminine perfume “Chanel No. 5.” Carol Dyhouse 
discusses glamour not only in a feminine, but a feminist context, arguing 
against various Marxist feminist critics who perceive glamour exclusively as 
false consciousness; she proposes instead that glamour “has often been 
perceived as transgressive” (211) and represents women’s “defiance rather 
than compliance” (3-4) throughout the twentieth century. These studies 
inventively connect disparate sources ranging from the literary to aspects of 
mass culture; however, they do not satisfyingly account for the glamorous 
appeal of male celebrity writers in the same period, or of modern idealisations 
of masculinity. 
It is necessary to add a caveat at this point: when I speak of “feminine” 
or “masculine” glamour, I am not suggesting that there are inherent gendered 
qualities to bodies and their textual representation; rather, I am referring to the 
way celebrity culture and texts produce gender difference, and how these 
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productions of difference collude with or subvert contemporaneous gendered 
normativities, and also how they reference and borrow from cultures outside 
their immediate context. When Dyhouse speaks of glamour as feminine or 
even feminist defiance for instance, I take it to mean that the female celebrities 
are glamorous precisely because they position themselves beyond the socially 
accepted bounds of female behaviour in their context. Dyhouse’s formulation 
also brings to mind Hemingway’s Brett in Sun, whom critics often read as his 
depiction of the transgressive New Woman. Another example: Brown’s 
analysis of Virgil Thompson and Gertrude Stein’s Four Saints in Three Acts 
describes how the use of an all-black cast was “Exploiting the vogue for 
everything African” (“Cellophane” 612), and how they were set against a 
mise-en-scene which featured a cellophane “sky” hanging over the stage. The 
black bodies “signified some proximity to nature and the feeling that modern 
culture [as represented by the cellophane sky] denied its subjects” (614). 
Glamour is thus produced from an intertextual reference to readily available 
stereotypes of African cultures, predicated on the economies of exoticisation 
in 1934. Further, this stereotype of black bodies—as the primal and the 
natural—is contrasted against the plastic sheen of modernity as represented by 
cellophane, thus producing a glamour which plays on the nostalgia for Man’s 
mythic origins. She understands glamour here as “both depending upon and 
rejecting the other, recognizing difference as the thrill of transgression” (614).  
In this chapter, I aim to address glamour studies’ neglect of 
masculinities, and I enter the discussion by looking at depictions of masculine 
glamour in modernist fiction. These constructions of glamour are sited in the 
context of the Jazz Age and the Left Bank. I start with a quick reading of F. 
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Scott Fitzgerald’s The Great Gatsby which supplements Brown’s own 
readings, and also of Hemingway’s Sun. In section 5.2, I analyse Hemingway, 
Miller, and Orwell’s non-fictive and autobiographical work, and show how 
their negotiations with established tropes of masculine glamour constructed 
new dimensions to glamour. 
Brown’s work engages with Fitzgerald’s Gatsby, and understands 
feminine glamour to be a matter of aloofness and indifference. Fitzgerald’s 
Jordan, like Hemingway’s Brett, is representative of the New Woman; indeed, 
the first image Nick gives us of Jordan is one of a marble-breasted tyrant: 
She was extended full length at the end of the divan, 
completely motionless, and with her chin raised a little, as if 
she were balancing something on it which was quite likely to 
fall. If she saw me out of the corner of her eyes, she gave no 
hint of it … (Fitzgerald 7) 
From this passage and other moments, Brown concludes that Fitzgerald’s 
characters are “presented as flat and impenetrable images, their remoteness 
signifying their distance and inaccessibility” (Six Dimensions 57). Elsewhere, 
Brown invokes Greta Garbo, who “maintained the aloof distance that defined 
her” in her performances (116), to bolster her argument that glamour entails 
distance, coldness, and impenetrability.  
Her study of feminine glamour is persuasive for most part, and 
culminates in the formal argument that Fitzgerald’s character work has less to 
do with “psychological realism” than with the creation of characters “as 
luminous screens and impenetrable objects” (56). Yes, readers are not privy to 
Jordan’s thoughts, and Nick’s limited omniscient narration obscures, at times, 
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the motivation behind Daisy’s mercurial and capricious behaviour. For Brown, 
personality is “‘an unbroken series of successful gestures’ [Fitzgerald 3] 
whose success is based on how well the gestures convince or produce a 
desired effect” (Six Dimensions 57). All well and good; however, Brown 
lumps Nick’s portrayal of Gatsby in with this feminine concept of glamour as 
indifference and coldness, which seems problematic to me. Gatsby’s obsessive 
desires are, to my mind, certainly not impenetrable nor cold, what with his 
endless reaching for that green light beyond the dock (Fitzgerald 16), though 
his sense of morality is rather opaque, considering his reticence on his 
criminal activities. There is more to the story.  
 I propose another moment which clarifies masculine glamour. When 
Daisy enters Gatsby’s mansion for the first time, Nick emphasises its 
glamorous appearance:  
as we wandered through Marie Antoinette music-rooms and 
Restoration salons, I felt that there were guests concealed 
behind every couch and table, under orders to be breathlessly 
silent until we had passed through. (58) 
Nick suggests that the Old-World style of the setting anticipates high society 
parties; it is as if Nick, Gatsby, and Daisy are guests of honour, waiting to be 
surprised. When the party retires to a study, the glamour of the setting which 
enshrines Gatsby is complemented by his choice of liquor: chartreuse. 
Chartreuse is not the provincial moonshine made with Midwestern corn, but 
an artisanal, exotic, imported French product from the Old World made from 
herbs by monks. It is a poisonous, luminous green, akin to Gatsby’s obsessive 
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idealisation of Daisy as that green light at the end of the dock. It is also not 
orange juice, home-squeezed by a butler and mentioned elsewhere in the text: 
There was a machine in the kitchen which could extract the 
juice of two hundred oranges in half an hour if a little button 
was pressed two hundred times by a butler’s thumb. (26)  
The modern butler is no match for the mysticism of the mythic monk; further, 
orange juice was and continues to be a cultural signifier of healthy mornings 
and homeliness—a banality which opposes the aesthetics of glamour. Canned 
orange juice made its debut in the United States in the 1920s. Biochemist 
Elmer McCollum was the celebrity nutritionist who promoted vitamin-rich 
diets, and the National Fruit Growers Exchange capitalised on the health trend 
through a national campaign promoting the daily consumption of orange juice 
through the brand “Sunkist” (see Harvey Levenstein). The excessive crates of 
orange juice, turned into juice by Gatsby’s butler with two hundred clicks of 
his thumb, is evocative of American provincial middle-class modernity, 
bringing to mind morning routines and mass advertising. The orange juice 
symbolises the middle-class’s lack of imagination and ambition, its obsession 
with the banal, and its naivety to the manipulations of market trends; the 
endless pressing of the button also links American middle-class existence to 
modernity’s mindless, mechanical work. Glamour on the other hand, is 
represented by Gatsby’s indulgence in the taboos of the old world against the 
Prohibition and its suffocating constraints, and as Brown would have it, a 
transgression of sorts. Here, Brown’s formulation, of glamour as “difference 
from the other” and as transgression, is instructive.   
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More than that, Gatsby’s glamour hinges on the casual manner in 
which he serves chartreuse: 
Finally we came to Gatsby’s own apartment […] and an Adam 
study, where we sat down and drank a glass of some Chartreuse 
he took from a cupboard in the wall. (58-59)  
Glamour is the partaking of the taboo, the prestigious, the excessive, in “an 
unbroken series of successful gestures” (3), as if it were of no consequence at 
all, like the cigarette dangling carelessly at the end of Marlon Brando’s lips. 
To use a common aphorism in the fashion industry, glamour is all about 
wearing the clothes, and not letting the clothes wear you.  
In Hemingway’s Sun, we find a similar image of green liquor, and the 
suggestion of its pungent, herbal notes which stand in for the halo of glamour.  
Pernod is a greenish imitation absinthe. When you add water it 
turns milky. It tastes like licorice and it has a good uplift, but it 
drops you just as far. (Sun 23) 
Due to its popularity, Pernod was considered France’s national drink in the 
early twentieth century. Here, Hemingway melds the iconographic status of 
Paris and its choice of drink with Jake’s practiced, “hard-boiled” nonchalance 
(42). Despite the predominance of glamorous scenes in both Sun and Gatsby, 
these scenes are merely the incidental, sensory backdrop to the dramatic inner 
conflicts of the male protagonists. Gatsby drank without “ha[ving] once 
ceased looking at Daisy” (59), and Jake flirts half-heartedly with a sex worker 
while yearning for Brett—significantly, Brett enters the narrative later in this 
chapter and displaces her. Masculine glamour is a juxtaposition, where the 
nonchalant consumption of high society lifestyles belies one’s inner, 
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unfulfilled desires; it is the tension between dazzling sheen and broody inner 
darkness. For Hemingway and Fitzgerald, parties and meals are filled with the 
glamour of beautiful yet wounded bodies, haute cuisine, alcohol, and the 
temporary suspension of a fatalistic philosophy which reminds one that only 
the earth abideth forever: 
It was like certain dinners I remember from the war. There was 
much wine, an ignored tension, and a feeling of things coming 
that you could not prevent happening. (Sun 150) 
The figure of a man drinking green liquor forms yet another one of those 
travelling tropes which, as Friedman puts it, springs up here and there across 
different contexts like “mushrooms after the rain” (Friedman 10). Hemingway 
was a notable Left Banker and European correspondent for the American 
press; his images of Paris are exports of French freedom and sophistication to 
the American reading public. Fitzgerald was similarly situated on the Left 
Bank, and the two were friends, but he sites Gatsby in New York. Green 
liquor in the American context represents a masculine transgression of 
puritanical values and the Prohibition; it has to do with old world hedonism, 
the dangerous appeal of the American underworld, and the rampant, 
spontaneous, and careless nature of American high society. These glamorous 
images may be appealing or repulsive, depending on one’s worldview, but 
they draw the line between the haves and have nots.  
Hemingway and Fitzgerald’s glamorous heroes do not only function as 
narrators; because of their close association with the writers’ public personae, 
they may also serve as glimpses into the exclusive communities to which the 
writers belong. These characters serve an extra-textual function; they invite 
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the reader to impose the author’s biography onto the novelistic narrator, and 
they contribute to the writer’s public personae. While not wholly romans à 
clef, these two texts also invite readers to imagine the exclusive worlds of 
glamour the writers must live in, which provide the inspiration for such lurid 
yet enchanting scenes.  
It is true that this dynamic I draw between fiction and one’s public 
image is not unique to the modernist writers, and writers of all periods dabble 
with autobiographical material; however, modernist celebrities’ frequent 
appearances in the press make the links between characters and authors 
stronger. I have dealt with Hemingway’s frequent public appearances in the 
press, both as the reporter and the reported. Fitzgerald too, appeared 
frequently in papers. Galow notes that he acquired a notorious public image in 
the early twenties:  
Advertisements, interviews, and Fitzgerald’s own 
autobiographical essays all emphasized his youth, his fast-
paced lifestyle, and his literary talents … over the next few 
years … Fitzgerald’s antics kept his face in the papers and 
reinforced his image as a debauched young man … (317) 
Also, the Left Bank—home to Fitzgerald and Hemingway in the twenties—
was commonly portrayed as a glamorous space in popular culture. Allyson 
Nadia Field for instance considers Sun as Hemingway’s contribution to “a 
body of travel literature describing the places that constitute the geography of 
the infamous expatriate lifestyle” (30), which includes Robert Forrest 
Wilson’s Paris on Parade. She notes that the culture of drinking in Sun 
mirrors the guidebooks, what with Jake’s “repeated itineraries and references 
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to the lifestyle of the expatriate community” especially with the inclusion of 
very specific brand names like the Dôme and the Ritz (33). Field’s critical 
insight is that in this respect, Hemingway was far from that of being a 
transgressor or innovator; he was not reformulating popular culture, but 
conforming to prevailing trends. His work repeat genres from popular culture, 
such as guidebooks and travel writing related to Paris and the Left Bank. 
There is always the temptation for literary critics to cast their favoured writers 
as transgressors who push against and break through the insipid boundaries of 
popular culture; as Guy and Small notes, Wilde is often cast as a rebel, but he 
was “much more the conformist […], much more complicit with, than critical 
of the commercial interests of late nineteenth-century British literature” 
(Wilde’s Profession 12). Field makes a similar intervention by arguing that 
“the experience Hemingway depicts had already been mythologized by the 
travelogues […] Hemingway literalizes rites of passage with Jake who 
wanders through Paris delineating points on an itinerary marking sites of 
experience, a geography of memory” (34).  
However, if these travelogues preceded Hemingway, his celebrity 
outlived them. The inception of my thesis was a sponsored visit to Paris, 
where I was tasked to write a piece on France to promote a travel agency. One 
of the highlights was my visit to Shakespeare and Company, where I reached 
out impulsively to grab a copy of A Moveable Feast from a giant stack, placed 
beside the cashier for easy access. The article I wrote is titled “A Movable 
Feast”—an editor had decided to remove the offending “e” for reasons 
unknown. At any rate, celebrity studies can, in this light, make important 
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distinctions between authorial innovation and their complicity with mass 
culture.  
 Field observes that Jake’s experience around Paris is reminiscent of yet 
another French icon—Flaubert’s Madame Bovary: “The equally impossible 
love of Jake and brett also causes them to seek privacy in a cab, driving 
through the streets of Paris” (39), in a manner not unlike Léon and Emma’s 
tour through the streets of Rouen in a fiacre. Thus, Hemingway perhaps makes 
yet another allusion to French culture by invoking its canon, which “befits an 
expatriate American writer” (Field 40). However, I believe the perambulatory 
sections of the text are more reminiscent of Benjamin’s flâneur. Benjamin’s 
essay, “The Paris of the Second Empire in Baudelaire,” was only published at 
the end of the thirties; yet, as Friedman’s “mushroom analogy” (23) reminds 
us, tropes and stories can  
spring up disconnected like mushrooms, with no known routes 
for us readers to follow, reflecting perhaps what Doniger calls 
‘the implied spider’ of human experience upon which narrative 
draws. (23) 
The task remains to “bring into focus parallels and distinctions across time and 
space” (23). For this purpose, Hemingway’s journalism reveals a happy 
coincidence. In an article titled “American Bohemians in Paris,” published in 
the Toronto Star in March 1922, Hemingway gives a quick prose-sketch of the 
types around the famous cafés of the Left Bank, with elements of satire, in a 
style reminiscent perhaps of the physiologies. (Incidentally, Benjamin was 
collecting material and ideas for The Arcades Project during the same period.) 
I offer a sample of Hemingway’s sketches here:  
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For the first dose of Rotonde individuals you might observe a 
short, dumpy woman with newly-blonde hair, cut Old Dutch 
Cleanser fashion, a face like a pink enamelled ham and fat 
fingers that reach out of the long blue silk sleeves of a Chinese-
looking smock. (By-Line 23) 
As with the flâneur, Hemingway finds his material on the boulevards and in 
the cafés, selling them to the modern equivalent of the feuilleton. Yet, these 
sketches parody the behaviour of bohemians artists and their vulgarly wealthy 
patrons, the very class of bohèmes which Benjamin dismisses. Unlike 
Benjamin, Hemingway insists on a distinction between loafing bohemians 
who pose as artists, and “true artists,” which culminate in a reference to 
Baudelaire: 
Since the good old days when Charles Baudelaire led a purple 
lobster on a leash through the same old Latin Quarter, there has 
not been much good poetry written in cafés. Even then I 
suspect that Baudelaire parked the lobster with the concierge 
down on the first floor, put the chloroform bottle corked on the 
washstand and sweated and carved at the Fleurs du Mal alone 
with his ideas and his paper as all artists have worked before 
and since. (24) 
At this point, Hemingway had submitted various pieces to The Dial and The 
Little Review, all of which were rejected; it was only two months later that he 
would make his professional literary debut with “A Divine Gesture” in New 
Orleans magazine The Double Dealer. A biographical reading may suggest 
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that his acerbic sketches of bohemian types could be a result of bitterness, or 
some indication of his overwhelming confidence.  
But beyond psychologising Hemingway, I am interested in his 
mistaken attribution of Gérard de Nerval’s purple lobster to Charles 
Baudelaire. Unlike Benjamin, who argues that the modern writer is implicated 
in trite consumer culture, Hemingway portrays the modern writer as a hard 
worker. Hemingway’s conflation of two French names that are synonymous 
with eccentric Parisian literary bohemians, followed by the claim that even 
they would park their lobster at the concierge to slave away at their artistic 
production, is indicative of how Hemingway wishes to legitimise artistic 
production as real work as opposed to flânerie. The true artist sets aside his 
eccentricities, and works like a professional at the desk, almost mechanically, 
replicating the rhythms of the modern city. This portrayal of “true” literary 
writing as hard work is perhaps also indicative of his anxiety surrounding the 
literary writer’s exclusion from professional culture.  
At the same time, Hemingway’s comical image of the purple lobster, 
parked at the concierge, is built on Baudelaire and Nerval’s recognisable 
celebrity image, and this reference suggests Hemingway’s function a cultural 
intermediary between not only Paris and the States, but also literary and mass 
cultures. References and allusions to literary jokes like these indicate his own 
inclusion in the circles of the true Parisian literati—defined against the 
expatriate bohemian circus—and gives his by-line a glamorous sheen. He also 
makes this reference in an off-handed manner, nonchalantly, as if readers are 
meant to understand the context immediately. Nevertheless, his misattribution 
of the lobster to Baudelaire reveals a slippage in Hemingway’s posturing. 
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Readers may not even recognise the allusion to the purple lobster, but the 
humour of the anecdote and its memorable eccentricity guarantees its 
exchange value as a textual commodity of the Left Bank. 
A corresponding image of the writer at work appears in Hemingway’s 
memoir: he describes his experience writing at a café on the Place St.-Michel, 
drinking good Martinique rum. A pretty girl walks into the café and inspires 
him: 
I looked at her and she disturbed me and made me very excited. 
I wished I could put her in the story, or anywhere, […] I’ve 
seen you, beauty, and you belong to me now, whoever you are 
waiting for and if I never see you again, I thought. You belong 
to me and all Paris belongs to me and I belong to this notebook 
and this pencil … 
Then the story was finished and I was very tired […] I 
looked up and looked for the girl and she had gone. I hope she’ 
gone with a good man, I thought. But I felt sad … 
After writing a story I was always empty and both sad 
and happy, as though I had made love. (Feast 5-6) 
Here, Hemingway’s portrait of himself as an artist is similar to the scenes of 
drinking and pining we have seen in Gatsby and Sun. The act of writing in a 
Parisian café while sipping rum conforms to popular depictions of the Left 
Bank in the twenties and today. In fact, it also recalls the episode in Sun where 
Bill Gorton expresses that expatriate writers are full of “Fake European 
Standards” and pretentiously work out of cafés. Bill’s statement, alongside 
Hemingway’s insistence that even bohemians should park their lobsters at the 
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concierge to hammer away at their work, reveals his own awareness of the 
stereotypes that surround Left Bankers and artists. Yet, this episode in Feast 
capitalises on that glamorous, decadent public image.  
Here, Hemingway adds to the glamour by introducing the fantasy of 
romance with a stranger, and likens the impossibility of this romance to the 
feelings of loss after completing his work on a story. The implication is that 
the act of writing, like the fantasy of a Parisian romance, is beautiful because 
of its irretrievable status as the other; just as the beautiful stranger slips into 
the crowd, so does a story from an author’s hands at its completion. Literary 
completion, lovemaking, and fantasies of romance are all attempts to capture 
the other, and they remain dismal failures, but we try because we must. This 
tale of inevitable loss and longing, set against the Parisian backdrop, rehashes 
the masculine glamour of the 1920s, where Jake loses Brett and where Gatsby 
longs for Daisy, all in extravagant, decadent settings.  
Miller, too, makes a similar comparison between lovemaking and 
writing: 
that’s what I do every time I have an orgasm. For one second 
like I obliterate myself. There’s not even one me then … 
there’s nothing … not even the cunt. It’s like receiving 
communion. For a few seconds afterward I have a fine spiritual 
glow…and maybe it would continue that way indefinitely—
how can you tell?—if it weren’t for the fact that there’s a 
woman beside you and then the douche bag and the water 
running…all those little details that make you desperately self-
conscious, desperately lonely. (130) 
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This passage, written and published in the 1930s, uncannily prefigures 
Hemingway’s Feast which was published in 1964; however, Miller’s lurid 
details and the squalid backdrop serve to inhibit the entrance of glamour. 
Against Hemingway’s elliptical “made love,” Miller chooses to speak of the 
“orgasm”; further, there is the disturbing juxtaposition between the vulgarity 
of the word “cunt” and the “fine spiritual glow” of receiving communion. 
Glamour requires some appearance of an impenetrable surface; Miller’s 
conflicting registers and images, on the other hand, are roughly hewn, 
explosive, and fractured. Miller, as a belated expatriate on the Left Bank, 
might have been reacting aggressively against the literary glamour of the 
1920s.  
Here, I present another coincidence: Benjamin’s reading of 
Baudelaire’s “A une passante” describes a similar kind of romantic, masculine 
glamour that aligns itself with Hemingway’s construction of glamour. The 
sonnet describes a poet who sees a beautiful peasant girl, falls in love in the 
instance, and loses her to the crowd immediately after. For Benjamin, “A une 
passante” 
presents the crowd not as the refuge of a criminal but as the 
refuge of love which flees from the poet […] The delight of the 
city-dweller is not so much love at first sight as love at last 
sight. (Modern Life 77; my emphasis)  
Baudelaire, Benjamin, and Hemingway thus converge in their depictions of 
masculine glamour in their invocations of “love at last sight.” Glamour here 
resides in the tension between desire and its impossible, feminised object, 
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against a backdrop of popular romantic topography; it is a counterpart to the 
indifference and aloofness of feminine glamour. As Brown puts it,  
The fascination with glamour is also a recognition of the 
seductive possibilities of the feminizing aesthetic, from the 
androgyny of the New Woman to the stylish legacy of the 
dandy (maintained in suave cigarette-wielding stars such as 
Cary Grant or William Powell). (Six Dimensions 13) 
Reconfigurations of the dandy, with an emphasis on nonchalance and style, 
are exemplary embodiments of masculine glamour during the era. In the tropic 
structure of the flâneur and his glimpse of love at last sight, we perhaps have a 
twentieth century reformulation of sixteenth century epithalamium, as 
depicted in Edmund Spenser’s Amoretti.   
 
5.2 From Boho to Hobo 
However, masculine glamour is at times, the inversion of the aforementioned 
trope. This inversion draws from popular conceptions of the bohemian as 
languishing artist steeped in poverty and instability, represented by the likes of 
Rodolfo and Mimi in Puccini’s La Bohème (Michael Jenning’s introduction to 
Modern Life speaks of how Benjamin’s flâneur is a redefinition of such types, 
see 8). Suffering and poverty can be a badge of honour; as Tom Wolfe notes, 
the novelists of the 1930s  
seemed to be people who came blazing up into stardom from 
out of total obscurity … Some novelists had whole strings of 
these credentials [as odd job labourers] … That way you knew 
you were getting the real goods. (8) 
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The public image of celebrity writers often entailed a rags-to-riches narrative. 
In these cases, their poverty can signify their singular commitment to art, as 
opposed to fame or riches. Hemingway’s memoir treats such poverty in 
romantic terms too. Consider the following two extracts in Feast: 
It was all part of the fight against poverty that you never win 
except by not spending. […] But then, we did not think ever of 
ourselves as poor. We did not accept it. We thought we were 
superior people and other people that we looked down on and 
rightly mistrusted were rich. […] We ate well and cheaply and 
drank well and cheaply and slept well and warm together and 
loved each other. (Feast 52) 
Life had seemed so simple that morning … But Paris was a 
very old city and we were young and nothing was simple there, 
not even poverty … nor the breathing of someone who lay 
beside you in the moonlight. (57-58) 
In Hemingway’s memoir, characterisation of Left Bank life thus replaces 
extravagance with poverty as its backdrop. Instead of nonchalance, glamour 
comes with one’s foolhardy defiance in the face of adversity.  
This trope is replicated to some degree in Farewell, in the scene where 
Frederic and Catherine make a precarious trip at night across Lake Maggiore 
to evade the military police, who are out to arrest Frederic on charges of 
military desertion. The couple are in a desperate situation, but Frederic eats 
sandwiches and drinks rum excessively (275). This detail recalls the 
perambulating extravagance of expatriates gambolling around Europe in Sun. 
However, Frederic is not an expatriate, but an exile; he is a deserter and a 
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refugee. A storm threatens the couple, but Hemingway understates that plot 
point by dominating the narration with dialogue. The couple negotiates an 
umbrella, the oar, and their strained relationship, with Catherine coming to 
tears at one point. We are given the comical, yet precarious and beautiful 
image of two lovers on a boat, weathering the storm with an umbrella as a 
makeshift sail, set against the backdrop of the Swiss Alps as the sublime:  
I went back to the stern and showed her how to hold the oar. I 
took the big umbrella the porter had given me and sat facing 
the bow and opened it. It opened with a clap. I held it on both 
sides, sitting astride the handle hooked over the seat. The wind 
was full in it and I felt the boat suck forward while I held as I 
could to the two edges. It pulled hard. The boat was moving 
fast. (Farewell 272) 
Here, a remark by Brown clarifies: “Whereas the sublime overwhelmed the 
subject with inarticulable emotion, glamour emerges only in restraint” (16). 
The overwhelming sublime beauty of the Swiss Alps contrasts with the 
struggle of the couple on the boat; Catherine in particular tries to cheer 
Frederic on with well-meaning jokes and fails. The couple’s actions and 
exchanges are characterised by a restraint which hides their despair at the 
overwhelming power of fate and nature, as represented by the Alps and the 
war. Frederic’s masculine glamour shines through because of his taciturnity 
and silence, and also his foolhardy consumption of alcohol despite, or 
precisely because of, the danger inherent in the crossing and in their situation.  
Hemingway’s penchant for understatement and omission of detail is 
well known, but I will give a quick example here, with the purpose of arguing 
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for how his formal techniques come to represent “glamorous restraint” to 
reading publics. In a sensational, journalistic article on the Irish import of 
American gunmen, he interviews a retired assassin. Hemingway implies that it 
was difficult to get anything out of the interviewee, who was a retired gunman 
that had since developed a marginally more wholesome interest in the world 
of stocks and bonds. In a paragraph, we are told that 
Yes, there were American “bump-off” artists in Ireland. Yes, he 
knew some that were there personally. Well, he didn’t know 
who was in the right in Ireland. No, it didn’t matter to him … 
(By-Line 13; emphasis added) 
It goes on; essentially, the interjections of “yes,” “no,” and “well” mimics the 
reticent nature of the interviewee; we sense the punchiness of the interview 
that comprise merely of an itinerary of questions, and it is implied that 
Hemingway was unable to create an organic flow to the conversation, possibly 
because of the touchiness of the topic at hand — after all, the retired gunman 
faces potential incarceration if the reporter fails to protect his identity.  
In the same article, we are also told “the hunting is good” (By-Line 12), 
or that these mercenaries would “quit gunning when the quitting was good” 
(13). These are plays on the idiomatic usage of the adjective “good.” For 
example, in the short story “Out of Season,” the self-appointed local fishing 
guide and retired soldier Peduzzi tells a young travelling gentleman where the 
fishing is good: “It is good half an hour down. It is good here, too” (Short 
Stories 138). Or consider Mike Campbell’s greeting to Jake Barnes in Sun: 
“Did you get good fishing?” (Sun 139). Later in the novel, we are told that 
“The food was good and so was the wine” (215). And finally, we have Brett’s 
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famous last words, “we could have had such a damned good time together,” 
along with Jake’s rejoinder which concludes the novel, “Yes … Isn’t it pretty 
to think so?” (251). The frequency of the adjective “good,” with all the tones 
of banality, euphemism, casual endearment, understatement, and its ability to 
imply a state of things which is impossible to be precise about or which cannot 
be articulated, is exploited consistently by Hemingway. Anything from people 
to bulls, the food to the fishing, the weather to cities, to the tragically 
inconsummate nature of Jake’s relationship with Brett can be “good,” or not. 
My survey of Hemingway’s ambiguous uses of “good” is illustrative of the 
way he builds reticence into his characters and narrators for a variety of 
purposes, with minimal expression. 
Returning to Farewell, Frederic’s umbrella also evokes the dandy. The 
dandy is often depicted with a walking cane or an umbrella, and the 
ornamental stick can either carry with it a distinguishing air, or express all the 
ridiculousness of a lobster on a leash. For instance, Charlie Chaplin’s iconic 
character in The Tramp (1915) belongs to the latter camp. The flâneur thus 
recurs here in the image of Frederic holding the umbrella. He is not on the 
boulevards of Paris, however, but on a rickety boat in the middle of the storm. 
This scene thus revises the trope of the flâneur to signify a 
transgressive turn in masculine glamour. On the one hand, Frederic and 
Catherine’s flight to Switzerland resembles the peripatetic wanderings of Jake 
across Europe. Despite their desperate situation, the couple had the money to 
live out of hotels and dine reasonably well, much like Hemingway’s portrayal 
of his own situation with Hadley in Paris. Their itinerary would have been 
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agreeable to a tourist who wishes to see Europe, like the many expatriate 
Americans of that era.  
Their bohemian lifestyle however belies the pressure of escaping the 
military police at every turn. Further, their hollow bohemian pose is in some 
ways necessitated by their extenuating circumstances. For instance, at 
Locarno, the couple adopts the identity of rich American tourists in search of 
winter sport to get past custom officers, and the ruse succeeds. Frederic 
remarks that the soldiers were 
…polite because we had passports and money. I do not think 
they believe a word of the story and I thought it was silly but it 
was like a law-court. You did not want something reasonable, 
you wanted something technical and then stuck to it without 
explanations. But we had passports and we would spend the 
money. So they gave us provisional visas. (281) 
The episode has implications for Hemingway’s cynicism towards modern 
models of belonging—recall my earlier reading of his article on the Thracian 
refugees.  Here, a similar criticism is implied, of how citizenship and 
immigration can be arbitrary in practice and in the face of national crises. 
Frederic and Catherine’s performance of cosmopolitanism gives them access 
to transnational mobility. But more than that, Hemingway seems to be 
repeating the trope of the flâneur—but in difference—to glamorise agency in 
poverty and desperation: there is no doubt that Henry and Catherine’s 
excursions resemble both a glamorous tour of Europe and a desperate flight 
from war. This reconfiguration of the dandy has elements of subterfuge and 
secrecy, adding to its appeal. 
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I refer to this tropic inversion as the shift from boho to hobo. The 
itinerant nature of the hobo or of the refugee revises the trope of the 
perambulating dandy. Even the Left Bank bohemians were characterised as 
hobos of a sort in popular depictions in the press. Take for instance, the little 
magazine, the Paris Tribune. The Paris Tribune was one important nexus of 
communication for various modernist writers; Hemingway read it, Fitzgerald 
visited the newsroom regularly, and other notable figures like Stein, Pound, 
and Kay Boyle contributed articles occasionally (Ronald Weber 233-234).  
As with Hemingway’s Toronto Star articles, articles in the Paris Tribune 
delighted in carrying physiologies of city dwellers, many of which publicised 
and disseminated the glamorous appearances of bohemian artists. Consider for 
instance, the following description of the Great Depression as experienced in 
Paris, in a column titled “La Vie de Bohème” ran by Wambly Bald. Henry 
Miller occasionally ghostwrites the column, so authorship of this fragment is 
in doubt: 
Painters of still lifes are eating their models—pears, oranges, 
grapes—before they are copied on canvas. This explains why 
Montparnasse artists are going in for abstract painting … I am 
told that some of the men are obliged to give themselves to 
wealthy women. It is no longer easy to sponge meals. Artists 
are going hungry. One fellow became so vicious that he bit his 
girl friend, but they say he was always that way. (146) 
This depiction of the starving artist is full of pithy jokes which relate to the 
conceit of eating; the “soul-starved” artists are now finally “actually hungry” 
(146)—a litero-metaphorical pun. The double entendre “eating” is exploited in 
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multiple ways: “Painters … eating their models” connote sexual relations 
between the artist and his nude models. This innuendo is invoked once again 
when we are told that an artist did actually bite his girl friend—not out of lust, 
but out of some viciousness which is probably the result of hunger. The 
rejoinder, “he was always that way,” finally consummates the innuendo with 
an oblique reference to the artist’s sex life. Further, the article’s logic that 
abstractionism was borne from the desperation of starving artists who ate their 
fruit models—thus giving up still life paintings and impressionism—
disparages the avant-garde movement as a matter of no great artistic import. 
This sketch puts the starving Left Banker in a comical light; however, it also 
draws from the entrenched perception that Left Bankers were leading exciting 
lives of sexual debauchery, a perception which persisted despite their poverty.  
 Despite the jokes, many artists in fact dealt with dire financial 
situations, particularly since they were already experiencing a “standard of 
living … about that of the Paris workingmen or clerks” (xxii) even before the 
Depression hit. In the “Foreword” of this collection of Tribune articles, 
Matthew Josephson informs us that employment at the English-language 
newspapers were the means by which these writers survived, and in the winter 
months, when staff were trimmed, many would “hole up in a cheap hotel for 
the cold weather, and live on credit by pledging their trunk of clothes with the 
proprietor until spring came” (xxiii). Miller was hired as a $12-a-week proof 
reader (Weber 241), a pay which was “notoriously poor” (238). The levity of 
the piece on the Depression here, which performs well-rehearsed jokes about 
still life paintings, abstract art, artists seeking financial security as gigolos, or 
even the ravenous and perverse sexual appetites of these personalities, 
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obfuscates the dire nature of the situation. Humour thus distances the poverty 
of the bohemians in Paris from the glamour of their witticisms. 
 In yet another sketch which illustrates this dynamic between poverty 
and glamour, Wambly Bald profiles Henry Miller. Some critics believe that 
Miller might have penned the profile himself, as he often ghostwrites under 
various pseudonyms such as Alfred Perlès and Wambly Bald. Bald opens with 
the following line: “Even in this barren age with its economic problems, 
romance is just around the corner” (Ford 142) and gives the typical, romantic 
portrayal of Paris at the end of summer and the beginning of autumn. He runs 
not into a mysterious Parisian lady, however, but the unkempt novelist Henry 
Miller, carelessly dressed. Like a boho/hobo, he has his “hat carelessly 
jammed on one side of his head and the uncovered side was quite bald” (142). 
The rest of the profile gives details that are well known to readers of Tropic of 
Cancer. We are told that Miller’s friends feed him well and entertain his 
bohemian habits as an expatriate bum. Unlike Jake Barnes, Miller does not 
travel across Europe, but visits each of his friends’ houses in turn to dine for 
free. Like Hemingway, Miller espouses the virtues of living large on a 
shoestring budget: 
I don’t have to worry about a job. In Montparnasse no one has 
to work. Next day I met another friend of mine … he took me 
for a long drive in his Suiza to Fontainebleau. The mist was 
rising from the lake and the ducks were very white. We sat on a 
terrace overlooking the palace of Fraçnois Ier … But we both 
got bored and began to drive back to Paris. We had a big 
breakfast at the Dôme. (143) 
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Miller’s account of his perambulating existence, with serendipitous 
experiences of luxury and extravagance, comprises long car rides in a 
fashionable Suiza, beautiful views of architecture and nature, epicurean 
indulgence, and, in spite of it all, ennui. Glamour here is found between the 
nonchalant and extravagant consumption of fortuitous luxuries which recalls 
Hemingway’s Jake and Fitzgerald’s Gatsby; at the same time, his foolhardy 
attitude towards his own itinerant poverty recalls Hemingway’s Frederic.  
 George Orwell’s Down and Out in Paris and London also glamorises 
aspects of poverty in Paris. He begins the narration of his descend into poverty 
with the characterisation of the destitute man as a secret agent of sorts:  
You discover […] the secrecy attaching to poverty […] you 
have got to pretend that you are living quite as usual. From the 
start it tangles you in a net of lies. (14) 
As yet another case in point, the supporting character, a Russian waiter named 
Boris, has had “an adventurous life” (21): 
His parents, killed in the Revolution, had been rich people, and 
he served through the war in the Second Siberian Rifles, which, 
according to him, was the best regiment in the Russian Army. 
(21) 
The two grew desperate and could not pay rent; what ensued was a stealth 
mission to move out of their room without paying, while remaining undetected 
by the landlord and lady, who both keep vigil in the office. Boris hatches a 
complicated ploy to pawn their overcoats, fill their suitcases with stones 
(because bringing it with them would have been a clear indication that they are 
leaving), and to smuggle what possessions they can manage out of the 
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building wrapped in newsprint (see 39-40). Admittedly, Orwell’s poetics of 
secrecy differ quite greatly from Hemingway’s Frederic, who has to conceal 
his identity to avoid incarceration. Orwell’s depictions should perhaps be read 
as comical reconfigurations of the trope. 
 Later, Orwell glamorises the figure of the waiter through Mario, 
dramatising the graceful dance necessary to complete a smooth lunch or 
dinner service: 
Mario was wonderful. The way he would stretch his great arms 
right across the cafeterie to fill a coffee-pot with one hand and 
boil an egg with the other, at the same time watching toast and 
shouting directions to the Magyar, and between whiles singing 
snatches of Rigoletto, was beyond all praise. (65) 
Orwell’s glamorous depiction of Mario’s movements contains the edge of 
social satire. Orwell’s restaurant functions as an allegory of society; the 
kitchen is the space of poverty and filth: “The room had a dirty mixed smell of 
food and sweat … it was nothing unusual for a waiter to wash his face in the 
water in which clean crockery was rinsing” (69). The swinging doors is an 
arbitrary passage from the lower to the upper echelons of society: 
As [the waiter] passes through the door a sudden change comes 
over him. The set of his shoulders alters; all the dirt and hurry 
and irritation have dropped off in an instant. He glides over the 
carpet, with a solemn priest-like air […] There he entered the 
dining-room and sailed across it dish in hand, graceful as a 
swan. Ten seconds later he was bowing reverently to a 
customer. And you could not help thinking […] that the 
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customer was put to shame by having such an aristocrat to 
serve him. (70) 
To be sure, these moments are tempered with some hyperbole. But Orwell 
also highlights the ironies of society, where the rich can still afford to 
patronise hotel restaurants in a failing economy, while the poor are exploited 
by understaffed restaurants to turn a profit. The waiter’s glamorous dance and 
sophisticated service is a studied act, and Orwell’s lyricism not only elevates 
working class employment, but also reveals the rich customer’s lack of 
appreciation towards professions like waiting.   
To some degree, Mario’s glamour mirrors Orwell’s own glamour as an 
undercover journalist, an occupation which attunes him to the lower echelons 
of society and its movements, and which also baptises his art with poverty as 
strenuous experience. Orwell’s non-fictive prose functions as “slum 
journalism,” sensationalising his escapades and poverty by focusing on its 












CHAPTER 6: CONCLUSION 
My explorations of Benjamin’s flâneur as one trope of modern celebrity 
culture sketches some relations between celebrity culture, the professionalised 
journalist, and the literary writer who has been excluded from the culture of 
professionalism. In my understanding of this triadic structure, celebrity is 
integral to the recognition of the literary writer, and restores the prestige of the 
individual to him or her. Such prestige, tied to the writer’s onymity or that 
field of meanings which emanate from a brand name, allows him or her to 
cross various boundaries, which include professional constraints and 
exclusions, national reading publics, and generic limitations as produced by 
the material conditions of writing. Celebrity can consolidate various 
professional and private personae with powerful effects; it confers pseudo-
professional authority, or waives pre-requisites, and the celebrity is thus free 
in some degree from the processes of legitimisation within professional 
institutions and related peer-groups.   
I hope the attention I have paid to the power relations between media 
institutions, producers, promoters, and the reading publics, have shown how 
celebrity is implicated in these chains of communication and production. The 
celebrity writer may, for instance, exploit his public image at the level of 
textual creation, but resist promotion of his work based on his celebrity. 
Similarly, publications may collude with celebrity writers to imply an ideal 
readership for their reader through its association with certain celebrity 
qualities.  
  During the course of my analysis, I have also avoided any organisation 
of texts into the binaries of fiction/non-fiction, journalism/literature, high/low, 
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and so forth; rather, the way I have elected to present this paper is meant to 
resist the common hierarchies these binaries reinforce. For instance, careful 
attention to both Jolas’s review and Hemingway’s poem suggests how the 
former employs methods of address which are far more sophisticated than the 
latter’s, and such sophistication attests to the deeply insidious nature of 
misogyny in 1920s print capitalism and celebrity culture. However, the genre-
blending nature of Jolas’s review—as with Hemingway’s Death—can be 
understood as innovative adaptations of popular genres such as journalistic 
reviews, travelogues, tabloid reportage, and so forth, innovations which are 
part of the modernist ethos. These innovations, when deployed with more 
sophistication in Hemingway’s Sun, Miller’s Tropic of Cancer, and Orwell’s 
Down and Out, are key to their self-reflexive criticisms of the print industry 
and society. 
My method of using Benjamin’s trope, as inspired by Friedman, shows 
one way in which disparate texts and objects—from guides to tauromachy, 
journalism, fiction, travelogues, and even orange juice and liquor—can be 
connected to elucidate modernism’s engagement with mass culture. 
Friedman’s method of reading has the potential to connect transnational, 
transtemporal, and transcultural moments. She reminds us that while 
contextualisation is crucial, the timeless trope remains one cornerstone of 
literary studies, and beyond that, it represents the human instinct to understand 
through stories told and re-told. Celebrity and glamour too, have the same 
transboundary power to connect high and low cultures, genres, and cultures; 
tracking its tropes through different periods, spaces and cultures reveals the 
contexts which reshape its form and application.  
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